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The objection must be found on the statement of claim itself, 

“admit such an-affidavit would be to invite very incon- 
venient discussions by affidavits on interlocutory applications. 
In this case the pleading which was complained of referred to 
an offer having been made by letters ‘without prejudice,” 
accepted, and then dropped, without saying what the offer was. 
The ent of the defendant was that he was entitled to 
— at the letters in question had been written “ without 
prejudice.” 


THE consIDERED judgment of Lord Atversronz, C.J., on 
the 3rd of March in the case of Neal v. Gordon-Lennoxr has 
excited much interest. The Lord Chief Justice held that 
an agreement made by the plaintiff’s counsel for the refer- 
ence of the action to an arbitrator must be taken to be 
within the apparent authority of counsel, and to be binding 
upon the plaintiff, although the agreement did not contain a 
—_— ion which she had privately insisted upon as a con- 

ition of her assent to the agreement. The Chief Justice, 
hewever, referred to cases shewing that an order by consent 
can be set aside on the ground of mistake, and held that 
in the present case, the order being merely an interlocutory 
one, could be and ought to be set aside, though the case would 
have been different if the order had been for the final settle- 


ment of the action. Some difficulty may arise in applying this | acq 


decision, for it is not always easy to distinguish between an inter- 
locutory and a final order. But we cannot see why in the par- 
ticular case the court had not power to set aside the agreement 
of reference under the Arbitration Act, 1889. By section 1 of 
that Act a submission, unless a contrary intention is expressed 
therein, shall be irrevocable unless by the leave of the court or a 
judge, and shall have the same effect as ifit had been made an 
order of the court ; and by section 16 the court or a judge shall as 
to references under order of the court or a judge have all the 
powers which are by the Act conferred on the court or a judge 
as to references by consent out of court. In Aitken v. Batchelor 
(62 L. J. Q. B.D. 193), where upon the trial of an action terms 
were agreed upon by both sides, and counsel on either side 
indorsed and signed their briefs to that effect, it was held that 
these indorsements constituted a submission to arbitration 
within the definition contained in section 27 of the Arbitration 
jfAct, 1889. It would seem, therefore, that the court had, 
under the words of the statute, a discretion to revoke the 
| submission and rescind the order of reference upon a consider- 
| ation of all the circumstances of the case. And this discretion 
|\could be exercised without regard to the fact that the order 
was an interlocutory order. 


A cask in one of the metropolitan police-courts in which the 
defendant was charged with forging a telegram is an illustration 
of the necessity of passing new enactments owing to the constant 
change in the usages of society. In a work published more 
than twenty years ago by one of our best-known novelists, the 
heroine receives a telegram purporting to come from her lover, 
in which he says that he has lost everything at the gambling 
tables and asks for assistance. This telegram was in fact sent 
by an unscrupulous rival, who was thus enabled for some con- 
siderable time to alienate the affections of the young lady. We 
do not know whether this story was founded on something which 
had actually occurred, or what were the circumstances which 
led to the passing of section 11 of the Post Office (Protection) 
Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 76). By this section ‘‘ every person 
who forges, or wilfully and without due authority alters, a tele- 
gram, or utters a telegram knowing the same to be forged, or 
wilfully and without due authority alters, or who transmits by 
telegraph as a telegram, or utters as a telegram, any m e 
or communication which he knows to be not a ——— 
whether he had or had not an intent to defraud, be guilty of a 
misdemeanour.” It may possibly have been thought that forged 
telegrams could be sent with less risk of detection than forged 
letters, though it is not easy to see how this could be the case, 
for the telegram, like the letter, would have to be written ina 

ei hand, and there would be the chance that the clerk at 
the post office might remember the who handed in the 
telegram. But in any case the receiver of the telegram would 





— 


be more easily deceived than he would be if he received a f 
letter, the handwriting of which was different from that of 
supposed correspondent. The only case under the section which 
we can find is one which came be wo the Divisional Court in 
February, 1894, where the defendant was charged with sending 
a telegram purporting to come from another person of his na 
and stating that the defendant had committed suicide. The 
essence of the section is the sending of the spurious telegram 
“whether the defendant had or had not an intent to defraud,” 
and itis no doubt intended to include cases where the message ig 
not sent with the object of obtaining money or credit, but in 
furtherance of some purpose which could in all cases be 
ascertained. 





WE NoTiceD last year (45 Soxicrrors’ Journnat, 761) the 
decision of the Scotch Court of Session as to the domicil of the 
late Sir W. Cunuirrz Brooks, and we quoted from the judgment 
of Lord Low his ruling that, in deciding the question of domicil 
where an Englishman has long had his place of residence out 
of England, ‘‘ it was necessary, in order to establish that he had 
lost his domicil of origin, to prove, not only that he took up his 
residence in the country in which he was alleged to have 
acquired a domicil as his sole or chief residence with an intention 
of continuing that residence, but also that it was his intention to 
uire a domicil there and to abandon his domicil of origin.” 
The Court of Appeal has this week had a similar question before 
it in reference to the late Harry Emanuz1, afterwards Baron pg 
Atmepa, whose domicil of origin was English, but who had 
resided in Paris since 1879, and gave up his London house in 
1880. Mr. Justice Cozzns-Harpy had decided that his 
domicil at his death was English, and on appeal the Oourt 
of Appeal affirmed this decision. The Master of the Rolls 
in his judgment said: “A person could not acquire 
a new domicil without abandoning the old domicil. There 
must, therefore, be an abandonment of the old domicil before 
there could be an acquisition of a new domicil”’ ; and he further 
said that ‘‘mere residence, however long, did not shew an 
abandonment of the old domicil and the acquisition of a new 
one; but it must be taken into consideration as one fact in 
determining the question.” Finally, he said that, taking all 
the facts together, the presumption in favour of the English 
domicil of origin remained unchanged. It was argued in this 
case, as in the Scotch case, that permanent residence in a new 
place with the intention of remaining there permanently or for 
an indefinite time, was sufficient to create a new domicil what- 
ever the other facts might be, but this argument did not com- 
mend itself to the Court of Appeal, any more than it did to the 
Scotch court. 





Ir 1s worth while to call attention to the decision of Swinrzn 
Eapy, J., in Re Norris (ante, p. 248), which raised an interesting 
point as to the right of a solicitor to make the ordinary scale 
charges, including the negotiating fee, where he advances 
money on mortgage to a client. Prior to the — 
Legal Costs Act, 1895, it had, as is well known, 
held that the solicitor upon such a transaction was not 
entitled to charge profit costs (Re Roberts, 38 W. R. 225, 
43 Ch. D. 52). But by the Act, which was passed expressly to 
remedy this inconvenience, any solicitor to whom a mortgage 
is made is entitled to receive for all business transacted “ in 
negotiating the loan, deducing and investigating the title to the 
property, and preparing and completing the mortgage, all such 
usual professional charges and remuneration as he would have 
been entitled to receive if such mortgage had been made to 
a person not a solicitor,” and the solicitor had been retained 
and employed in the matter. Do these words enable the solicitor 
to charge the negotiating fee? In Re Norris the taxing-master 
had disallowed the fee on the ou that the solicitor could 
not negotiate with himself. ut though the argument is 
specious, it does not explain how the case is to be excluded 
from the express words of the Act. The negotiating 
tee is specifically indicated as one of the charges which is to be 
allowed exactly as if the mortgage had been made to a third 

arty, and the solicitor had acted for such third party. In the 
fiypothetical case the solicitor would be entitled to the fee, and 
he takes it therefore by virtue of the Act, although he advances 
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the money himself. Under Schedule 1, Part I. r. 11, to the 
Remuneration Order, indeed, the fee is only payable when the 
solicitor “‘ arranges and obtains the loan from a for whom 
he acts,” but this condition is satisfied by the words of the Act. 
Mr. Justice Swivrzn Eapy accordingly held that the fee was 
chargeable. It should be added that the solicitor, as the 
learned judge stated, in fact arranged for the payment off of a 
revious mortgage, advancing the money for this purpose 
imself. 





Tue Lzicestrr Guardians have acquired a most unenviable 
notoriety by their efforts to obstruct the course of the law 
relating to vaccination. They have already had one or two bad 
falls in their contests with the law, but probably the recent 
decision of a Divisional Court in the case of Moore v. Keyte will 

rove to be the final blow to their mistaken zeal in this direction. 

rtainly the country at large, if not their own borough, owes 
some thanks to these guardians for obtaining from the High 
Court this very important decision—a decision which is addition- 
ally important in view of the present epidemic of small-pox. The 
Guardians of Leicester not long ago passed a resolution condemn- 
ing their vaccination officer for prosecuting offenders without their 
authority, and forbidding him to doso in the future. In spite of 
this, the officer did prosecute in the present case and the 
defendant was convicted. This was an appeal from that con- 
viction on the ground that the vaccination officer had no power 
to prosecute under the circumstances ; and the question for the 
High Court was whether or not his appointment as vaccination 
officer gave him implied power to prosecute without the 
authority of the guardians. Fortunately for the public (if there 
are many boards of guardians like that of Leicester), 
the court has decided that it was his duty to prosecute 
even though the guardians forbade him so todo. This carries 
the law a step further than it was taken by Bramble v. Lowe 
(1897, 1 Q. B. 283). It was argued in that case that the officer 
could not prosecute without specific direction from the guardians 
in each particular case, and this seems to have been a very 
general opinion. Such was the law under the Vaccination Act 
of 1867, but this state of things was altered by the Act of 1871, 
and the court held that the officer might prosecute offenders 
under a general authority from the ians to take pro- 
ceedings against persons in default. Now it has been 
decided that the officer has power to take proceedings 
even if forbidden by the guardians, so that the vaccination 
officer is now practically freed from the control of the 
guardians although he is appointed and _ by them. 
Fortunately, however, as provided by e Vaccination 
Order, 1898, the guardians have no power to remove 
an officer without the consent of the Local Government 
Board; neither is the amount of his remuneration under 
the control of the guardians. Under the same order, too, which 
has statutory authority, it is laid down as the positive a of 
the officer to take proceedings for the enforcement of the law. 
It seems, therefore, that in future boards of guardians will find 
it somewhat difficult to impede the course ofthelaw. A further 
point raised in Moore v. Keyte was that it is necessary for the 
——2 to prove that the public vaccinator had visited the 
ouse of the child (as required by the Act of 1898), and that the 
notices required by the statute had been given to the defendant. 
Objections of this kind could no doubt be raised by way of 
defence, and if established would probably amount to a 
“reasonable excuse” within section 29 of the Act of 1867. 
But where no such defence is raised, it would be idle to require 
the prosecution to incur the expense of — that the proce- 
dure under the Acts has been strictly followed. The attempt of 
the guardians to overide the will of the Legislature had very 
little to support it, and was foredoomed to failure. 





In THE case of Foulger v. Arding (Times, 18th inst.) the Oourt 
of Appeal ‘Cotxins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) have 
disallowed the somewhat refined distinction upon which the 
Divisional Court (Lord Atversronz, O.J., and Lawranceg, J.) 
(49 W. R. 442; 1901, 2 K. B. 15) exempted a lessee from 
liability to pay for sanitary improvements under the covenant to 
pay rates and taxes. The covenant was to “pay and discharge 


all taxes, rates, including sewers and main assess- 
ments, and impositions whatsoever, which now are or which at 
any time or times hereafter may, during the continuance of the 
said ———— granted, be —— or ape assessed, 
or im upon or in respect e said premises or any 
thereof, on the landlord, tenant, or — of the same | oad 
by authority of Parliament or otherwise howsoever.” Now, with 
regard to such a covenant, it is clear that the court will, if 
possible, construe it so as to throw recurring o on the tenant 
and capital c on the ; c : 
14, 13 Q. B. D. 1), and it will do this if the general 
words extend only to ‘‘ rates, taxes, and assessments. On 
the other hand, it is equally clear that certain other words, 
such as ‘‘ burdens,” “ duties,” and Pe poms are of more 
general import, and they have been styled words of indemnity, 
inasmuch as their effect tois compel the tenant to indempify the 
landlord against all : Crosse v. Raw (23 W. R. 6, L. R. 
9 Ex. 209), Budd v. Marshall (5 O. P. D. 481). And they have 
been held to include charges under Public Health Acts which 
by statute are primarily cast upon the lessor, even though the 
words ‘‘ charged on the lessor” are not inserted in the covenant : 
Brett v. Rogers (45 W.R. 334; 1897, 1 Q. B. 525). On the 
other hand, the word “ impositions” has not hitherto had so 
wide an effect given to. it, and a covenant to pay 
and discharge (inter alia) impositions payable in respect 
of the demised premises has been held not to include — 
expenses recoverable by the public authority from the lessor : 
Tidswell vy. Whitworth (15 W. R. 427, L. R. 2 O. P. 826). 
Though if the covenant extends to impositions imposed on the 
demised premises, or on the lessor in respect of the ises, the 
result is different, and the lessee has been held liable: Smith v. 
Robinson (41 W. R. 588; 1898, 2 Q. B. 53). In Foulger v. 
Arding (supra) the Divisional Court treated the decision in 
Smith vy. Robinson as due to the presence in the lease of a 
ovenant by the lessee to repair. The nuisance which had 
to bs remedied was due to a breach of this covenant, and 
since there was no such covenant in Foulger v. Arding, the 
lessee was exempted. But the Court of Appeal have gone 
upon a broader construction and, taking the words in their 
natural meeting, have treated the charge for sanitary improve- 
ment required by the local authority as an imposition imposed 
on the lessor in respect of the premises. The decision rests on 
the inclusion in the covenant of the words ‘‘ on the lessor,” but 
its tendency is to make “impositions” a word of indemnity, 
and it will probably be necessary before long to see how far 
it is reconcilable with Zidewell v. Whitworth. The cases, as 
Romer, L.J., observed, are in an unsatisfactory condition, and 
it is worthy of consideration whether the matter should not be 
regulated by legislative enactment. 





A noveL and interesting point affecting the right of 
commoners was decided by on, J., in the case of Re 
Gervis (reported elsewhere). A summons was taken out by the 
Commoners of the Manor of Holne, in the county of Devon, 
asking for ——— out to them of a sum of £422, paid into 
the bank by the Paignton Urban District Council as compensa- 
tion money for the extinction of commonable rights over certain 
property, forming of Holze Moor, compulsoril purchased 

y the council under their statutory powers. The principal 
statutory authority dealing with compulsory Figo pe of common 
or waste lands is contained in sections 99-107 of the Land 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, which provide the necessary 
machinery for purchasing such lands. Section 102 provides 
that ‘‘the promoters” may call a meeting of the commoners 
for the purpose of appointing a committee, who have power to 
treat with the “‘ promoters” as to the amount of compensation 
money to be paid for the extinction of the commonable rights, and 
also provides how such committee is to be formed. Where such a 
committee is appointed, the course is clear, the committee being em- 
powered to bind —— of the oo by their agreement with 
‘*the promoters, to apportion thecompensation money among 
— interested, ision is also made for cases where 
the committee and the promoters fail to agree. But where no 


such committee is appointed (as in the present case) a difficulty 
arises. Section 106 


that in such a case the amount of 
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compensation money shall be determined by a surveyor to be 
appointed by two justices. Section 107 further provides that 
upon payment to the committee, or in cases where no committee 
is appointed, upon deposit in the bank of the compensation 
money, when ascertained, “the promoters” may execute a deed- 
poll, and thereupon the lands in question shall vest in the under- 
takers free from all such commonable rights; and the section 
proceeds: “It shall be lawfal for the Court of Chancery, by an 
order to be made upon petition, to order payment of the money 
80 deposited to a committes.to be appointed as aforesaid, or to make 
such other order in respect thereto for the benefit of the parties 
interested as it shall think fit.” The difficulty arises owing to the 
words in italics, In the case in question no committee had been 
formed, but a surveyor had been duly appointed who ascertained 
the amount of compensation money payable, and, at the request 
of all the commoners, apportioned the compensation money 
among the parties interested in proportion to their respective 
interests. | The chief question to be decided was whether the 
court had jurisdiction to order payment out of the compensation 
money in any other way than through a committee in accordance 
with section 107. Kzxzwicn, J., held that he had power to 
order payment out to the plaintiffs, upon the ground that, as in 
section 106 of the Act the Legislature clearly contemplated that 
a committee might not be appointed, they must also be taken to 
have contemplated the possibility of a committee not being 
appointed under section 107 ; and that, accordingly, in section 107 
two alternative courses were provided, and the court had power 
to pay the money out to a committee, or where no committee 
has been appointed, to make such order, for the benefit of the 
parties interested, as it should think fit. He accordingly ordered 
the money to be paid out to the plaintiffs in the proportions 
awarded them by the surveyor. It appears that the question 
has not been previously decided, owing, it is presumed, to the 
fact that a committee is usually, if not always, appointed in 
—588 as was done in the case of Richards v. de Winton (50 
. B. 87). 





A FURTHER question arose as to whether there was sufficient 
evidence that all the parties interested were before the 
court. ‘In Richards v. de Winton it was held that, where a 
committee had been appointed to receive the compensation 
money in respect of the extinction of commonable rights, the 
committee, or in cases of difficulty, the Board of Agriculture, 
as the successors of the Inclosure Commissioners, were the 
proper tribunal to determine who were the parties interested in 
such money and what were their interests, and that, in the 
absence of misconduct, the court had no original power to 
interfere with the jurisdiction of either body, and in that case 
an action brought against the committee of commoners by a 
person who claimed to be entitled, as sole commoner, to the 
whole of the compensation money, was dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction. But the decision in Richards v. de Winton does 
not apply to the present case, no committee having been 
— and the court was accordingly able to consider 

© question as to the sufficiency of such evidence. The 
evidence consisted of affidavits of the surveyor, and of 
we pomentiens of a Court Baron of the Manor of Holne, 
which was held by direction of the master in order to 
ascertain of whom the commoners consisted. The whole of the 
persons found to be commoners were plaintiffs to the summons, 
and his lordship was satisfied with the evidence. The acceptance 
ofa finding of a court baron of a manor as evidence in a court of 
justice is, of course, well established (cf. Taylor’s Law of Evidence, 
a 1050n), but it must of necessity be of rare occurrence. 
In Buller’s Wisi Prius (7th ed.), p. 2465 (published in 1817) 
it is stated that ‘the rolls of a court baron are evidence, for 
they are the public rolls by which the inheritance of every 
tenant is preserved ; and they are the rolls of the manor court, 
which was anciently a court of justice relating to all propert 
within the district. So, too, an examined copy of the court r 
is good evidence, if sworn to be a good one.” So far as we are 
aware, however, in no reported case have the rolls of a court 
baron been produced as evidence, and the passage cited 
above from Buller does not give any reference to any reported 
case, 








A NOVEL point upon the effect of a covenant not to assign a 
lease without the consent of the lessor was raised in McXacharn 
v. Colton (1902, A. C. 104) before the Privy Council rec>atly, 
The general rules with regard to such a covenant are well 
established, and in general it is a sufficient guarantee that the 
premises shall not be allowed to pass under the control of an 
undesirable lessee. But suppose there has already been an 
assignment with the necessary consent, and that then it ig 
desired to re-assign to the original lessee. The argument in 
favour of allowing the assignee to make such an assignment 
without applying for the lessor’s licence can be stated 
in a plausible form. The premises are merely being 

ut back under the control of the man whom the 
essor himself accepted in the first instance, and who is 
still personally liable on the covenants in the lease. The 
assignee’s liability, on the other hand, is in its nature limited 
to his possession of the lease, and he is entitled to terminate it 
by a further assignment. But the matter is really settled, as 
Lord MacnaGaren pointed out in delivering the judgment of the 
Privy Council, by the consideration that the covenant not to assign 
without consent runs with the land: Williams v. Karle (L. R. 
3 Q. B. 739). This being so, it is binding on the assignee exactly as 
much as if it had been originally imposed on him, and he cannot 
claim to read into it an exception of the case of assignment back 
to the first lessee. Moreover, in the present case the first lessees, 
according to Lord Macnacuren’s judgment, had admitted in writ- 
ing that if the lease fell into their hands they would not be able 
to pay the rent, and the lessor, who as the result of the first assign- 
ment had obtained the additional responsibility of the assignees, 
might reasonably decline to let them terminate their responsi- 
bility by assignment without putting a desirable assignee in 
their place. A decision from Massachusetts was quoted to the 
contrary, but it is not surprising that the Judicial Committee 
were unable to accept it. 








THE IMPLIED POWER OF SALE OF A MORTGAGEE 
OF SHARES. 


In the case of Deverges v. Sandeman, Clark, & Co. (ante, p. 316) 
the Court of Appeal affirmed the judgment of Farwett, J. (49 
W. R. 167; 1901, 1 Ch. 70), upon the question of the right of 
a mortgagee of shares tosell under an implied power of sale, and 
though Vavenan Wiu1ams, L.J., differed from the majority sof 
the court (SriRMG and Cozzns-Harpy, L.JJ.), this was rather 
upon the view to be taken of the facts of the case—whether 
reasonable notice for payment had been given—than upon the 
law which was applicable. ‘Express powers,” it is said in a 
passage in Robbins on Mortgages (p. 275) quoted with 
approval both by Farwett, J., and in the Court of Appeal, 
“were not formerly necessary in mortgages of stock or in the 
instruments of defeasance executed by the transferee; nor need 
a mortgagee of stock now rely on his statutory power in order 
to realize his security by sale. If stock is itself made the 
security for money, and the day appointed for payment is passed, 
the mortgagee may at once proceed to the stock, and repay 
himself principal and interest, without any authority from the 
mortgagor, and without commencing an action of foreclosurs.” 
The rule thus enunciated is founded upon Wilson v. Tooker 
in 1714, where the decision of Lord Harcourt, L.O. (1 P. Wms, 
261), disallowing the implied power of sale in regard to Exchequer 
annuities, was reversed in the House of pt (5 Bro. P. @, 
193). In that case one THomas Tuynnz in May, 1709, oe 
receiving an advance of £5,000 from Wuzson, assigaed to hi 
certain Exchequer annuities: and by a deed of defeasance 
Witson covenanted to re-aseign the annuities upon payment on 
the 8th of January next, and Tuynnz covenanted to pay the 
money on that day. In April, 1710, Taynnez died without 
having repaid the advance, and Tooker obtained a grant 
of administration. Wirson frequently during the next two 
years applied for payment, intimating that in default he 
should be under the necessity of selling, and finally, when the 
annuities were beginning to sink in value, he gave notice bys 
letter dated the 24th of March, 1711, that he should proceed # 
sell on the following 2nd of April. When that day came 


Tooxxx asked that the sale might be suspended till the following 
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dure. In all cases between a Christian and a Jew the plaintiff was 
bound to produce two witnesses, a Jew and a Ohristian. If a claim 
was made against a Jew without witness, then he could acquit him- 
self by his bare oath ‘‘upon his Book.” The special business of the 
Jews is apparentin the provision that ‘‘as often as there shall be a 
dispute between Christian and Jew touching a loan of money, the 
Jew shall prove his principal, and the Christian the interest ;” and 

ain in the enactment: ‘‘ Be it lawful for the Jew quietly to sell his 
5 when it shall be certain that he has held it for full year 
and a day.” 

But the Crown, although nominally it kept the Jews under its 
protection, was not always able to secure them against the violence 
of the populace. The most signal instance of this occurred in con- 
nection with the Coronation of Ricuarp I. The attempt of the Jews 
to be present at the ceremony in the autumn of 1189 resulted in a 
general massacre in London. The movement spread through the 
eastern counties in the following spring, and culminated at Easter in 
the massacre at York. But this last atrocity touched other interests 
than the personal safety of the Jews. The Christian rabble who 
burst into York Cathedral, where the Jews had taken refuge, vented 
their fury also on the bonds which had been plaeed for security 
in the chapter-house. Now the bonds given to the Jews were 
the basis of their wealth and were the basis also of the 
revenue which the Crown drew from them. In 1188 they 
had furnished £60,000, nearly half the sum raised from the country 
at large. To the danger which the events at York revealed, Mr. 
Riod attributes the establishment of special registries where copies of 
the bonds were preserved. ‘‘ There were established,’’ he says, ‘in 
London and other principal towns of Jewry arche, or, as we should 
now say, registries of bonds. Each archa was administered by four 
chirographers, two of whom were Christiaus and two Jews, assisted 
by two copyists («criptores) and the clerks of the escheats.” Further 
details are given as to the formalities under which bonds for loans 
were drawn up and recorded; and the debt thus created could only 
be put an end to in equally solemn form. The Jew was allowed to 
make out his acquittance by the “‘ starra”’—so called from a Hebrew 
word for memorial—to which he was accustomed in his dealings with 
his own people; but it seems that it was not valid unless enrolled in 
the Exchequer, and a debtor who had taken a private receipt might 
still be held liable on his bond if, in the not uncommon course of 
events, it came into the hands of the Crown. 


For this registration of bonds, though ostensibly perhaps estab- 
lished in the interest of the Jews, whose insecurity had been so 
disastrously proved, was in fact a ready means for placing Jewish 
wealth at the disposal of the Crown. ‘‘ Henceforth,” says Mr. Rica, 
‘‘ whenever the barons were more than ordinarily hard-fisted, the 
king had but to order a general scrutiny of the arche, and having 
thus ascertained the financial position of his chattels, could proceed 
to talliage them with scientific precision, and, if they proved 
refractory, attach their bonds and persons until his demands were 
satisfied.” A further sequel to the establishment of the registries 
seems to have been the organization within the Court of Exchequer 
of a separate tribunal for the trial of Jewish causes, and 
it is to the records of this tribunal that we owe the present volume. 
The four ‘‘ wardens of the Jews,”’ or justices of the Jewish Exche- 
quer, are first heard of in 1198, and the records begin in 1218. It is 
noteworthy that in the Charter of Joun already referred to, the exie- 
tence of these justices is ignored, and the specific direction is given : 
“* Jews shall not enter into plea save before Us, or before those who 
have ward of cur castles in whose bailiwicks Jews dwell.” But, as 
Mr. RicG points out, appearance before the justices of the Jews 

_ might rank as an appearance before the king as in the case of other 
judges, and it is clear that their jurisdiction was well established. 
Ont of the first justices two were Jews, though subsequently they 
were all Christian. But the Chief Rabbi was expected to attend the 
—* as assistant, and the office of clerk of the court was held by 
a Jew. 


An instance of the manner in which the Crown had recourse to 
the bonds in the registries is found in the entry of an order issued 
in A.D. 1253 concerning one SALLE, a Kentish Jew, who had failed to 
pay his talliage (p. 29). The chirographers of Canterbury are com- 
manded to go to the chirograph-chest, aud take out all chirographs, 
tallies, &c., found there under the name of SALLE, and have them 
under their seals and the seal of the Sheriff of Kent before the 
justices at Westminster on a day named. There is a subsequent 
entry of an order to the Sheriff of Kent reciting that SALLE had been 
directed to travel with all speed to Dover and leave the realm with 
his wife never to return, snd commanding the sheriff to make inquiry 
as to bis lands and his chattels outside the chirograph-chest and 
seize all into the king’s hands. And the bonds once confiscated by 
the hing were granted by him at his pleasure. Thus in 1270 the Earl 
of PEMBROXX, brother of Henry III., in consideration of £480, makes 
a grant by —— 56) of a yearly rent of 50 marks issuing out of 
certain Isnds secured by the landowner’s bond given to AARON, son of 
ABRAHAM, Jew, of London, which the earl led seccived by gift from 





the king. And in 1280 the attorney of the Queen Consort (. 109) 
sues ADAM, of Newmarket, for £440, ‘‘ which he owes the said queen 
on account of the debts owing to HaGIN, son of Master Moszs, Jey, 
which debts the said queen has by gift of the king.” 

Interesting, too, are the cases in which claims by Jews upon bondg 
are defended on the ground of fraud. Thus, in 1220, Mosxs, son of 
Brun, sues RICHARD, prior of Dunstable, on a charter for £24, pur. 
porting to be made by a former prior THomMAS, and the convent in 
favour of BRUN (p. 4). RICHARD denies the genuineness of the bond and 
alleges divers reasons. ‘‘ In the first place he says that the said prior 
THOMAS was a good and discreet and excellent clerk, and not the man 
to make a charter containing bad Latin as this charter does. In the 
next place he says that in the time of the same prior THOMAS it was, ag 
it still is, the custom for the seal of the convent to be kept close under 
five keys, and no charter was ever written except under the hand of 
some canon of the house; and he produces a canon who for fo 
years past has written all the charters of the house with his own h 
and that charter is not in his handwriting.” Aud further reasons are 
given, including the allegation that the writing has been blackened 
by grease so as to have the appearance of age. MosxEs was sent to 
the Tower, but was eventually ransomed by the Jewish community, 
A later record (A.D. 1270) discloses a fraud of a different ink 
ABRAHAM, 8 Jew, sells to Joan, wife of THoMAs DE BAsINGEs, for £9] 
# bond for forty marks and £65 of arrears which was supposed to be 
subsisting and to be recorded in the York registry (p. 54). In fact it 
eeems to have been paid off three years before and withdrawn from 
the registry. ABRAHAM also is sent to the Tower. 

These instances shew that the litigation of that day touched upon 
matters with which the courts are still, unfortunately, conversant, but, 
as we have said, the records are confined to a period of less than a 
hundred years. With the accession of Epwarp I. stricter notions 
prevailed of the lawfulness of the business upon which the Jews, 
mame iggy Pap — exactions, flourished, and interest was made 
irrecoverable. To give the Jews a chance of settling down te what 
was regarded as an honester mode of life, they were authorized to 
trade, to purchase house property in the cities and boroughs in which 
they resided, and to take farms for terms not exceeding ten years, 
But interest soon reappeared under the form of ‘‘curialitas”— 
bonus, in fact—and moreover the Jews were suspected of recoupi 
their losses by coin-clipping. In 1290 Epwarp took the final step 
of banishing them from the kingdom, and the records of a singularly 
interesting time came to an end. Mr. Rica, and the societies under 
whom he has worked, have done an important service in making 
them accessible in so convenient and so interesting a form. 








REVIEWS. 
PROGRESS IN THE LAW, 


A Cuntury oF Law ReEForRM. TWELVE LECTURES ON THE 
CHANGES OF THE LAW OF ENGLAND DURING THE NINETEENTH 
CENTURY. DELIVERED AT THE REQUEST OF THE COUNCIL OF 
LzeGAL EDUCATION IN THE OLD HAL, LINOCOLN’S-INN, DURING 
MIcHAELMAS TERM, 1900, AND Hinary TERM, 1901. Macmillan 
& Co. (Limited). 

These lectures present in a very readable manner the changes 
which were effected during the nineteenth century in various depart- 
ments of the law, changes which it may be said, without exaggera- 
tion, amounted to revolution. Sir H. B. Poland effectively points this 
out in his lecture on ‘‘ Changes in Criminal Law and Procedure since 
1800,’’ and whatever permanent good the past century may have done, 
it at any rate saw the removal from the statute book of the worst 
severities of the criminal law. Mr. Birrell, as might be expected, 
imparts plenty of interest to the ‘‘ Changes in Equity, Procedure, and 
Principles,” and he gives for the wonder of the present practitioners 

i of the meaningless jargon with which the old equity 
draftemer thought it necessary to stuff a bill in Chancery, a document 
which John Wesley described as a ‘‘ foul monster,” and Benthams 

‘* volume of notorious lies.” Of the other lectures three lectures are 

contributed by Dr. Blake Odgers, including one on ‘Chan 

in Procedure and in the Law of Evidence”; and two 

Dr. Underhill on ‘‘ Changes in Real Property.” The concludi 

lecture by Dr. T. R. Napier on ‘‘The History of Joint Stock 

Limited Liability Companies ” contains an interesting account of the 

difficulties which stood in the way of company formation prior to the 

repeal of the Bubble Act in 1825. The rapid growth of companies 
in the latter half of the century is not the least remarkable of the 

—— which it witnessed. The volume will well repay 
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The English Reports.: Vol. XVI.: Privy Council V., containing 
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The Law and Practice under the Companies Acts and the Life 
Assurance Companies Acts; containing the Statutes and the Rules, 
Orders, and Forms to Regulate Proceedings. Written originally by 
the Hon. Sir Hznry Burton Buck.ey, Knt., M.A., now one of His 
Majesty’s Judges. Eighth Edition. By A. ©. Cuauson, M. A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
INQUIRIES ON THE PROPERTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir,—The case of Hunt v. Luck, which you and comment on 
in your issue of the lst of February, appears to be worthy of further 
attention. We are all familiar with personalty settlements containin 
power for the trustees to invest money in the purchase of land, an 
we know that, when such a purchase is made, careful practitioners 
make a point of keeping the settlement off the title. The consent of 
the equitable tenant for life is given by an independent document, the 
property is conveyed to the trustees as though they were absolute 
owners, they execute an independent document whereby they declare 
that the property is purchased out of moneys subject to the settle- 
ment and shall be held accordingly; any lease is granted by the 
trustees alone, the consent of the tenants for life being given by an 
independent document, and on the death of any trustee applica- 
tion is made to Somerset House for a certificate that no duty 
is payable, without disclosing the settlement. At the same 
time the equitable tenant for life, or the husband of 
such tenant fer life, ordinarily looks after the property and gives 
receipts for the rents, acting nominally as agent for the trustees and 
under written direciions given by them to the tenants, but really 
taking the money as being beneficially entitled thereto. 

Now, in such a state of circumstances it may easily happen that 
the number of trustees may be reduced to one; and, in view of the 
permanent nature of the property and the trouble and expense of 
sppointing new trustees and conveying the property to them, the 
beneficiaries may not be alert to make an appointment of new 
trustees. It appears now from the case of Hunt v. Luck that, if the 
trustee makes a mortgage of the property, the mortgagee oe a 
title against the beneficiaries, although a beneficiary was actually in 
receipt of the rents. It is laid down that the “we po has merely 
notice of the tenant’s interest, and has not notice o 
recipients of the rents, even if he should be the actual lessor of the 
tenants. In the case which I am considering short tenancies are 
frequently created by the tenant for life, but that circumstance is 
held not to affect the result. I may observe that a contrary holding 
would not in any way hinder a proper exercise by the trustee of his 
trust for sale of the property; for, if the purchaser found the 
beneficiary in possession and inquired as to his interest, the answer 
would be, “Iam acting as agent for your vendor, and admit his 
ight to carry out the sale to you.” 

It is observable that both Hunt v. Luck and Barnhart v. Green- 
shields (9 Moo. P. C. 18) were cases in which it was by no means clear 
that if the purchaser or mortgagee had made fall inquiries of the 
tenants, he would have received notice of anything impugning the 
title of the party with whom he was negotiating. This is stated in 
‘the last sentence of the judgment of Vaughan Williams, L.J., in 
your report of Hunt v. Luck (ante, p. 229); so that the facts of 
the case were insufficient to call the attention of the court to all the 
consequences which might flow a _— that the title of 
& person in actual possession may be ousted by an improper mortgage 
executed by a trustee of the legal estate. The result was arrived at 
by considering that Sir George Jessel made a slip in his judgment in 
Mumford v. Stohwasser (1874, 23 W. R. 833, L. R. 18 Eq. 556); and 
another case of Knight v, Bowyer (1857, 23 Beav. 609; on appeal, 
1858, 2 De G, & J. 421), which was cited in the court below, was 
ap tly overruled also. 

e case is an important one, and it presents a striking contrast to 

the decision in Re The Alms Corn Charity, Charity Commissioners v. 

Bode and Another (1901, 2 Oh, 750), which formed the subject of an 
artiele in your columns a few weeks ago (supra, p. 172). J 

UDENS. 





THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 
[Tv the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Bir,—I should like, with your permission, to supplement my letter 
which appeared in your last impression by giving the following 


examples illustrative of the cost entailed by the new system of land 


registration. They are actual cases, 
Example I. 
A client of mine is about to 


ot a lease for forty-five years in 


which the lessees will have to incur on the first registration with 
possessory title is as follows: 


£e 4. 
Fees payable at the registry... oc 2D 
His solicitor’s fee on the registration ... 2 20 





ts 





oss of that sum accumulated at that rate for the forty years during 
which their — title is growing into an absolute one, I * 
very properly take that rate as a basis for calculation. I 
however, assume the rate at 10 per cent, only. The sum of £4 16., 
therefore, accumulated for forty years at 10 cent, per apnum, 
4 + elon to Inwood’s Tables, amount at the end of that time to 
8. 
At the end of the forty years, five years only will remain of the 
term and the lease would not be worth more than £150, a less sum 
than the £182 5s. If the lessees do not want to deal with the 
property, this £182 5s. will have been entirely useless expenditure. 
ut supposing they then sell the property with an absolute title, the 
oing 


cost of so will be represented by the following * 
s. d. 
= pate ay sum of sn 182 60 
ees payable at the registry upon en 
— absolute title | * * 517 0 
The solicitor’s fees on such entry aN ae ee 
His costs of preparing contract and 
otherwise acting for the vendor on th 
sale (estimated)... ... oe ws 2 2 0 
£195 4 0 


Compare this total with the scale charge of £5 payable to the 
vendor’s solicitor if the property had not been . Asin my 
example last week, I have taken no account of the cost of possible 
charges, cautions, inhibitions, notices, &c., which may be necessary 
during the forty years, and the accumulated interest on such cost. 


Example IT. 


A client was possessed of copyhold property purchased some years 
ago for £1,300. After the compulsory clauses of the Act of 1897 
came into operation, he agreed to enfranchise the property for a 
consideration at £27. 

The additional cost attributable to the Acts is as follows: 


£ a d. 
Fees payable at the registry (on £1,327) 314 0 
The solicitor’s fee on the registration ... 2 2 0 


£5 16 0 


— — 

The vendorꝰs solicitor’s fee under the Remuneration Order being 
only £3, the present actual cost of the enfranchisement is nearly 
trebled by the operation of there Acts. 
The sum of 16s, accumulated for forty years at 4 per cent. 
annum would amount at the end of that time to £27 16s. 9d., w 
exceeds the price paid for the enfranchisement. 
Having regard to these figures, my client declined to have the 
property registered. 

Example ILI. 


A client bought some property in the compulsory area for £6,000, 
part being freehold and part leasehold. For the purpose of registra- 
tion the price had to vedo. gee pee between the freehold and Jease- 


hold parts. The addi cost entailed by registration would have 
been as follows: 
£ ad. 
Fees at the oss 13 0 0 
The solicitor’s fees on registration of the 
d parts ... 440 
£17 4 0 
— — 


In this case also the weer —— me 
drew the attention of my t (a ent 

these items, he determined to 
this was done. 





consideration of a premium of 


F526. The minimum additional cost , 
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including the final devolution to my client on an intestacy. For the 
SS my — I asked him to assume that the Land 

sfer Acts had been in force during the period from 1804, I then 
explained that resort to the registry would have been necessary on 
each of those ix occasions, and that fees would have been psyable at 
the registry and to bys solicitor on each such occasion. Ou the other 
hand, I shewed my client that the legal expenses actually incurred 
with regard to this property would not have been saved, but would 
have been incurred under either system. The total fees which would, 
since 1804, have been attributable to registration, with compound 
interest from each payment, I need not now take the trouble to 
calculate, but the amount would be considerable, and in striking 
contrast to the modest scale fee my client had to pay on selling the 


property. A SoLicrTor. 
London, March 12. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—There is a slip in the casting of the figures in the letter of 
“*A Solicitor” in your issue of the 8th of March. The total amount 
should be £53 14s. 7d. instead of £43 14s. 7d., and the difference of 

diture mentioned in the following paragraph should be 
£38 14s. 7d., and not £28 14s, 7d. 

The revised figures only accentuate the point ‘‘A Solicitor” 
wishes to bring out—viz., the increase of expenditure solely entailed 
by the Acts. E. Howarp Davis, 

11, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, March 7. 


[We hope that the letter was correctly printed ; but, unfortunately, 
the manuscript of the portion referred to is missing.—Ep. S.J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 


At the Court of St. Jamevw’s, the 6th day of March, 1902, present, 
the King’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas it is expedient that the operation of the Order in Council 
dated the 18th day of July, 1898, snd made pursuant to the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, should be further postponed ss regards the City 
of London: Now it is hereby ordered and declared tbat the said 
Order is to be read and to take effect as if instead of the words “ first 
of May, 1901,” the words “‘ first of July, 1902,” had been inserted io 
the rchedule thereto. A, W. Fitzroy. 


TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Oxpens or Covert. 
Tuesday, the 25th day of February, 1902. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 

Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. 
Justice Buckley. 

SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Swinrzn Eapy (1901—A.—No. 1,293). 

The Automobile Manufacturing Company Limited v. Albert Arthur 
Jordan and (Gordon Robert Roger. 

Mr. Justice Swixren Eapy (1901—A.—No. 1,364). 

In the matter of the Automobile Manufacturing Company Limited, 
Joseph Moore, Stanley Lambert, Edmund Townsend, Walter Charles 
Bertey v. The Automobile Manufacturing Company Limited and Albert 

. Arthur Jordan. 
Mr. Justice Swixrex Eapy (1902—M.—No. 91). 

In the matter of The Mansions —7 Limited, William Wood and 
Arthur Farcy v. The Mansions Proprietary Limited and others. 

Hatssvry, C. 
Thursday, the 27th day of February, 1902. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord Hieh Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice 


Buckley 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn (1902—G.—No. 253). 


In tle matter of the Grosvenor Dairies Limited. John Adams v. The 
Grosvenor Dairies Limited. Hatsuvry, O. 








Counsel could bardly read their briefs, so great was the gloom on 
Wednesday at Leeds Assizes, says the Daily Telegraph, and it was suggested 
that the corporation might provide a little more electric light. Mr. Justice 
Lawrence said : ‘‘ There serms to be a great scarcity of light in the North, 
where all the coalis. At York the gas would not light, and at Newcastle 
we had no light until my Brother Ridley fined someone £10 who bad 
nothing atall to do with it.’ There was immediately an abundant supply 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CHEVERTON BROWN v. BROOK. No, 1. 3rd March. 


Practice—ArrgsaL—Stray or Execution—JunispictTion or Count or Appga, 
—APpLICATION FoR A Stray not Mape to Covrt Bztow—R. 8. C, 
LVIII. 16, 17. 


Application by the plaintiff for a stay of execution pending an appeal. 
The action was tried betore Ridle 8, when judgment 
was entered for the endaut. The learned judge was not applied to for 
a stay of execution. The plaintiff served notice of appeal, and entered 
the case in the list of final appeals, and then applied to tae Court of Appeal 
for astay. The application was made because the learned judge was away 
on circuit. A preliminary objection was taken on behalf of the defendant, 
that the court had no jurisdiction to entertain the application upon the 
ground that no application had been made to the judge below. By ord. 
58, r. 16, an ap is not to operate as a stay of execution, except so 
far as the court appealed from or any judge thereof or the Oourt of Appeal 
may order; and by rule 17, ‘‘ wherever under these rules an application 
may be made either to the court below or to the Court of Appeal, or toa 
judge of the court below or of the Court of Appeal, it shall be made in the 
first instance to the court or judge below.’’ It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that the court had jurisdiction to hear the application, though 
the court would only do so in special circumstances. The jurisdiction of 
the court in such a case was concurrent with jurisdiction of the 
court below (Cropper v. Smith, 24 Oh. D. 305), when the application 
was made to the Uourt of Appeal it was not by way of appeal from the court 
below, but by an original motion. Further, this appeal was in the list of 
oy appeals, and the court had inherent juriediction over all cases in 
its list. 

Tur Covrr (Couns, M. R., and Rouex, LJ.) held that they had juris | 
diction to hear the application. Tne application was then heard on the 
merits and refused.—CounseL, Montague Lush ; H. T. Kemp. Souticrrors, 
McDiarmid § Hill, for Manley, Hull; Burn ¢ Berridge, for Barker § 
Mayfield, Hull. 

[Reported by W. F. Banrgy, Esq., Barvister-at-Law |. 


SACHS ». HENDERSON. No.1. 3rd March. 


Pracrice—Costs—Action Founpep on Tort—WeroncrvuL Removal oF 
Fixtures ArTER AGREEMENT For Lease—Oounty Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vicr. c. 43), 8. 116. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Jelf, J., at chambers, 
affirming the taxation of the plaintiff’s costs on the county court scale. 
The statement of claim alleged that by an agreement in writing in 
October, 1899, contained in certain letters, the plaintiff agreed to take, 
and the defendant to grant, a lease of a house and premises from 
the 25th of March, 1900; that at the date of the contract certain fixtures 
were affixed to and were part and parcel of the said house and premices ; 
that on the 2lst of March, 1900, the lease was duly executed, and the 

laintiff went into possession on the 3lst of March, 1900; and that after the 

te of the contract the defendant wrongfully removed certain fixtures ; and 

the plaintiff claimed damages. The defendant, in his statement of defence, 
denied the allegations in the statement of claim, and set up certain other 
defences ; and, further, he broughtinto court, witha denial of liability, thesum 
of £20 as sufficient to — plaintiff's claim. The plaintiff took the £20 
out in s+tisfaction of his claim, and gave the defendant notice thereof, and 
carried in his bill of costs for taxation. The master held that the action 
was founded on contract within the meaning of section 116 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, and taxed the costs upon the county court scale. Jelf, J., 
at chambers, affirmed the master’s decision. The plaintiff appealed. 
Tne Cover (Coitins, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 
Taking the statements set out in the statement of claim, the defendant, 
after having agreed to grant a lease of the house to the plaintiff, 
wrongfully removed certain fixtures which were on the premises at 
the time when the agreement was made. In their opinion the 
case was covered by TZurner v. Stallibrass (46 W. BR. 81; 1898, 1 
Q B. 56). There the duty arose out of a bailment, but the action was 
held to be founded on tort. In very many cases where a duty arose, 
there was a consensus between the parties antecedent to the breach of 
duty, which established the relationship out of which the duty arose. 
Neverthel-ss, when once the relationship was established, and the breach 
of duty followed, the action founded on the breach of duty might well be 
founded on tort The action here was not brought upon a particular 
stipulation in the agreement. The plaintiff was only bound to refer to 
the agreement in order to shew the relationship between the parties, and 
it the pluintiff shewed some act of misdoing in connection with what had 
to be done under the relationship so established, that wasa tort. The present 
action was therefore founded on tort within section 116 of the Uounty 
Courts Act, 1888, and the plaintiff was entitled to have his costs taxed on 
the High Court scale as he had recovered £20.—Oounszt, G. A. Scott; 
J. K. F. Cleave. Soxscrrons, 8t, Barbe, Sladen, § Wing ; Guscotte, Wadham, 
Bradbury, § Tickell. 
(Reported by W. F. Bauny, Esq., Barrister-at-Law,. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re GERVIS, Kekewich, J, 26th Feb 
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—Covrt Baron or THz Manor—Lanp Oxavuszs Oonsotimpation Act, 1845 
(8 Vicr. c. 18), 8s. 99-107—Inctosune or Lanp Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. 
6. Be s. 17—Oommonante Ricuts Compgnsatron Act, 1882 (45 Vier. 
c. 15), s. 2. 


Zila mane sn seplleation — of £422, 
= into court by the Paignton Urban District under section 


‘of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, as compensation for the 


_-extinction of certain commonable rights over a portion of Holne Moor, 


—— by the council under the powers conferred by the Paignton 
Urban District Water Act, 1900 (which incorporated the Land Clauses 
Acts, except sectioii 127 of the Land Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845). 
By section 4 of the Paignton Urban District Water Act, 1900, the district 
‘council were empo to construct certain waterworks upon the lands 
| shewn on the deposited 8, which included the portion of Holne Moor 
| in question, and in ex of the powers vested in them by the said Act 
| ana the Land Olauses Acts, they gave notice, by public advertisement, 
| of their intention to acquire the commonable or other rights over this 
portion of Holne Moor. The said notice convened a meeting to be held 
on the 11th of September, 1900, but no effectual meeting took place, and 
the council, in pursuance of the powers conferred by section 106 of the 
Land Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845, obtained the appointment, by two 
justices, of Mr. Henry Drew to be the surveyor to determine the amount 
of compensation to be paid for the extinction of such commonable 
rights. The surveyor called a meeting, by public advertisement, 
which was held on the 28th of February, 1901, when representa- 
tives of persons claiming commonable rights attended, and supported 
the claims which had been duly delivered to the surveyor, in 
pursuance of the notice convening the meeting. The surveyor, by his 
award, dated the 28th of March, 1901, determined the total amount of 
compensation to be paid by the council at £422, and, at the request of all 
the claimants, he also made an apportionment of the compensation money 
amongst the claimants as being the only persons entitled. The council, in 
accordance with the finding of the award, paid the sum of £422 into court 
.on the 16th of May, 1901. The present summons was then taken out by 
.the commoners mentioned in the award, for payment out to them 
of the sum of £422 in the proportions a them by the surveyor. 
‘The matter, however, was not satisfied that all the persons having common- 
able rights were before the court, and eventually directed that a special 
‘Court Baron of the Manor of Holne should be held, to present the persons 
\having ——— on Holne Moor, and that a copy of the present- 
ment should be ve' . This was accordingly done, and the matter was 
then referred to the judge in chambers, who ordered the matter to be 
adjourned” , e two questions that had to be decided were, 
firatly, whether the court had jurisdiction to order the pa: t out other- 
wise than to a committee of the commoners; and, , whether there 
was sufficient evidence that the parties before the court were the only 
persons entitled. Upon the first point it was argued.in support of the 
summons that section 107, read together with sections 99-106 inclusive of 
the Land Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845, was sufficiently wide to enable 
the court to order payment out to the parties entitled, without as a 
committee to be formed, and that Richards v. de Winton (50 W. R. 87; 
1901, 2 Ch. 566) did not apply, as in that case a committee had been 
— —* On behalf of the district council it was argued that the effect 
0: 


section 107 was to make it imperative that a committee should be/| pe 


formed, to whom payment of the money in court could be made, and that 
this view was supported by the provisions of section 17 of the Inclosure of 
Land Act, 1854, and, further, that section 2 of the Commonable Rights 
Compensation Act, 1882, shewed that everything must be done by means 
. of a committee, and that no money could be paid out until a committee 
was appointed. Upon the question of the sufficiency of evidence, it was 
submitted that the commoners were few in number and well known, and 
‘that advertisements had been duly issued, and that upon the direction of 
‘the master in chambers a court baron of the manor been held, and 
that the finding of such court baron ought to be conclusive. 

Kexewrcn, J., said that although the Land Clauses Consolidation Act 
only consolidated the provisions of many previous Acts, some of which had 
been in existence for a long period previous to the year 1845, yet that the 
main point arising in the case did not appear ever to have been raised or 
decided in any previous case. He thought that the contention put forward 
2 counsel for the district council was right—namely, that the Land 
’ uses a Act, 1845, ae of — — 1854, = - 

lommonable Rights Compensation Act, » were applicable e 
present case. In Richards v. de Winton (ubi supra) he had considered the 
case where a committee had been sppointed ; but in the present case there 
had been no committee; but section 106 of the Land Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, clearly contemplated cases where no committee would be 
appointed, and provided that, in such cases, a surveyor should be ap d 
by two justices, The Act, therefore, provided for what was to be done 
where there was no committee, or where the appointment of a committee 
broke down. He was of opinion that he could make an order for payment 
out in the present case. Section 107 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, provided that ‘‘if there shail be no (such) committee, then, upon deposit 
in the bank, in manner provided in the like case of the compensation which 
shall have been agreed upon or determined in respect of such commonable 
or other rights . . . itshall belawful for the Court of Chancery, byan 
order, to be made upon petition, to order t of the — so deposited 
to a committee to be as or to make other order 
in respect thereto, 

should be paida Mergpy en although the previous section clearly 
u outio a 2 us 

contemplated cases where there would be tee. 

the words “‘ as aforesaid’ refi 





by section 102 of the Act. But section 107 provided an alternative course. 
that the Act the — 22———— 


ingly the Act provided that in such a case the al ive course 

come into and that the court should have power 
to direct money to be paid to the entitled. He~was 
of opinion that the court had power to bute the money without 
othe pean — — question, he 
was satisfied that all the parties in were before the court.- The 
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present. An order ——— court of 
sum of £422 to the plaintiffs in the pro awarded them by 
surveyor.—CounseL, Warri » K.0., and Woods Wollaston; H. 
Humphrey.— Soxicrrors, A. Tyler, for H. M. Firth, Ashburton; Gri 


Oddie, Sinclair, ¢ Johnson, 
[Reported by C. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
BICKMORE v. DIMMER. Farwell, J. 11th March. 


LANDLORD AND TgNaNnT—LEAse—Oonstruction —Oovenant py Lesses ‘‘ Not 
to Maxe or Surrer To se Mape any Atrseation’’ ro PasMises— 


~ Feet 


~ 


|__Arrrxtnc Orock To Oursr WAtL—Insuncrtion. 


Under a lease dated the 5th of May, 1898, ag re Margaret Bickmore, 
John Sutherland, Harwood Banuer, and John Bingham, were the landlords, 
and the defendant George Dimmer was the tenant of the basement, nd 
floor, first floor, and certain rooms on the second floor of Nos. 24 and 
26, Sandon-bu Church-street, Liverpool. The lease contained a 
2 on the part of the lessee tlat he would ‘‘not make or suffer to 
be made except as herein expresel 
rovided without the consent x—3 the lessors first had and obtained.” 
improvements to be effected the lessee were specified, and 
the lessors were under covenant to repair. In the month of November, 1901, 
the defendant, who is a jeweller, commenced to affix to the outer wall of the 
premises, between the first and second floors a large two-faced clock by way 
of advertisement and caused the work to be finished in spite of es 
a The clock was secured tothe wall by wrought- 
straps bolts, six in number, affixed to the stonework of the premises, 
and the work was finished before the service but after the issue of the writ. 
In the present action the tiffs asked for an injunction requiring 
defendant to remove the clock. For the plaintiffs 1t was argued that the | 
erection of the clock was in breach of the ake 
alteration to the premises, which was as wide a covenant as possible, that 
the degree of alteration was not a matter to be taken into consideration, 
and that the covenant being a plain 
entitled of right toa mandatoryinjanction. In su of these arguments 
the cases of Wood v. Cooper (43 W. R. 201; 
v. Johnson (24 W. R. 481, 1 Oh. D. 67. 
513; 3 App. Cas. 709) were quoted. 
pad BS —* erecting this clock he 
the premises, but was merely putting up 
action was purely frivolous ; iS that 


The case of Re Gaskell (42 W. R. 219; 1894, 1 Oh. 485) was quoted. 
Farwati, J.—The first question 
Is the erection of this 
for the purposes of advertisement a 
suffer emade to In my opinion ab. 
I do not ow argumen merely putting up a tenant’s 
fixture. If well founded che euqumens Weullh teneiea the get 
to let any number of things they pleased into the walls which their 
wre hg phy yy she toes pie tae See 
—— an tack Gall passant tone — 
out to me 
as work would be about £15, bu S 
judgment o pate pt oo 
a negative covenant, I do not think that I 
ness of damage into consideration. It is 
discretion, or rather, as I prefer to say, a 
datory injuactions than in the case of anticipatory injunctions. 
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One of the questions raised by this summons was whether a sum of 
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£415 10s. 1d. expended by the trustees of the will of the testator in sanitary 
improvements in respect of certain leasehold properties which had 
onged to the testator, should bs paid out of capital or income. The 
leaseholds had been bequeathed to the trustees on trust that they should 
“by and out of the rents and profits thereof pay the rents and annual 
sums reserved by the leases thereof respectively, and perform and observe 
the lessee’s covenants and conditions in the said leases, and subject thereto 
should hold the same premises” upon trust for the defendant Kane for 
ife, with divers remainders over. The irs were executed at the 
instigation of the local sanitary authorities, J— in many cases amounted to 
the installation of a new drainage system. On behalf of the tenant for life 
it was admitted that certain of the works which had been done were covered 
by the covenants or tener | contained in the several leases. The arguments 
are sufficiently indicated in the judgment. The following cases were 
cited: Clarke v. Thornton (35 Ch. D. 307), Re Tucker's Settled Estates (1895, 2 
Ch. 468), Re Thomas (1900, 1 Ch. 319), Re Richardson (1900, 2 Ch. 778), Re 
Copeland’ s Settlement (1900, 1 Ch. 326), and Re Betty (1899, 1 Ch. 320). 
Bock.sy, J., after stating the facts, said that, for the purposas of his 
decision, it might be assumed that some part of the work was not mere 
repair, but would be an ‘‘improvement”’ within the Settled Land Acts. 
Under the disposition in the testator’s will the tenant for life was not 
entitled to the rents; she was only tenant for life of the balance of such 
rents after paying, amongst other things, this sum of £415 10s.1d. It 
had been argued on her bebalf that the provisions of the Settled Land Acts 
overrode the trusts of the will, and that this matter should be treated as if 
she were not tenant for life of this balance, but were tenant for life entitled 
to have the provisions of the Settled Land Acts so applied as to throw the 
of so much as falls within ‘‘improvements’’ upon capital, and 
thus increase the balance to come to her under the trusts asincome. He 
did not think that Clarke v. Thornton, the authority relied on, supported that 
contention. In that case there were two powers available —either the court 
— direct the trustees to proceed under their power in the will, in 
w case there would have been a trust to pay the expenses out of income ; 
or the court might not direct the trustee to proczed under that power, bat 
might, under the Settled Lands Acts, provide for such as were improve- 
ments at the expense of capital. The court took the latter course. 
There was not in Clarke v. Thornton, as ere was-in the present case, a 
trust coming before the trust for the tenant for life and providing for 
payments out of income. There would have been such a trust if the 
trustees had proceeded, or the court had directed them to proceed, in 
exercise of their power, an event which did not happen. That decision 
was followed by Stirling, J., in Lord Stamford’s Settled Estates (43 
Ch. D. 84), and sgain in that case there was uo trust for payment of 
improvements out of income before arriving at the amount payable to the 
tenant for life. He thought, therefore, that income and not capital ought 
to bear the £415 10s. 1d. There was another ground for his decision ; 
those repairs and improvements could not be provided for out 
of capital under the Settled Land Act, 1882, because they had 
been out without first carrying in a scheme for their 
execution. The application must be made under section 15 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1890. Under that section there was a discretion in the court: 
Countess of Cardigan v. Curzon-Howe (9 Times L. R. 234). This discretion 
should be exercised by throwing these expenses where the testator had 
thrown them, and the trustees should be directed to pay them out of 
income, inasmuch as the works fell within the obligation to perform and 
observe the lessee’s covenants in the leases.—CounseL, H. Greenwood ; H. 8. 
Preston; A. Underhill; F. B. Fuller. Sottcrrors, Ewhank, Partington, ¢ 
Lewis ; Stow, Preston, § Lyttleton ; Bannister, Williams, ¢ Ram. 
[Reported by H. L Onmistox, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re CROMPTON’S TRADE-MARK. Swinfen Eady, J. 21st, 22nd, 25th Feb. ; 
6th March. 


Trape-Mask—ReEGIsTRATION—RECTIFICATION—Surricient Dxescrreriox— 
Essentia, Particvutars—CompinaTion or SgveraL Manxs—Pxrior 
Beocistration or Pant or Mank—User as Traps-Marxk—Recistra- 
Tion vor Entree Cxass aNp User ror Parr or Oxass—Parents, 
Desions, anv Trxapg-Marks Acts, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 64. 


This was a motion by Messrs. Grandage & Co. to remove from the 
register of trade-marks a trade-mark of Messrs. Crompton & Oo. in 
class 23, cotton yarn and sewing cotton. An action is pending in which 
the respondents are seeking to obtain an injunction against the respond- 
ents from infringing the trade-mark and from passing off yarns sold or 
exported by them as and for the respondents’ yarn. The following state- 
ment of facts is taken from the judgment. The essential particular is 
described as ‘‘ the combination of devices,’ and the respondents in their 
application had disclaimed any right to the exclusive use of the added 
matters, except in so far as they consisted of their own name and address. 
There appear upon the register in respect of this mark three labels of 
different sizes. e largest size label consists of an oblong border with a 
statement in nine languages descriptive of the quantity and weight of yarn ; 
the medium size label consists of an oblong border in which are two 
shields, charged with devices, surmounted by crests, with leaves, 
flowers, and a scroll, and the name of the respondents impressed 
by . The smallest size label is the same as the medium 
size, but without the forated name. The arguments are stated 
with sufficient particularity in the judgment. ‘The following cases 
were cited: Re Players’ Trade-Mark (1901, 1 Ch. 382, 18 RK. P. ©. 65), 
Baker v. Rawson (45 Oh. VD. 519), Re Batt’s Trade-Mark (1899, A. ©. 428), 
Re Kinahan’s Trade-Mark (10 BR. P. C. 393), Hubbuck v. Brown (17 BR. P. O. 
), Re *s Trade- Mark (3 B. P. O. 73), Richards vy. Butcher (1891, 


638), 
2 Oh. 
(Seb. 


522), Re Powell's Trade~Mark (1893, 2 Oh. 388), Moct v. Clibouw 
Dig. 316), Moct v. Coustom (33 Beav. 578), Re Clement et Cie’s Trade- 


Mark (1900, 1 Ch. 114, 16 R. P. O. 173, 611), and Re Edwards’ Trade-Mark 
(30 Ch. D. 454). 

Swrivren Eapy, J., after stating the facts hersinbefore set out, continued : 
The first ground upon which the applicants base their case is that the 
essential — are not sufficiently stated in the application to 
register. It appears that the application in writing, as at first carried in 
to the comptroller, did contain eome description in writing of the essential 
particulars, but this was altered (and, as I gather, at the request of the 
comptroller) to the form in which it now appears on the » 
describing it as ‘‘a combination of devices,” and leaving anyone to refer 
to the actual combination registered to see for themselves of what the trade- 
mark consists. I am of opinion that the description is sufficient. Where 
the labels themselves ap upon the register, and in the manner in which 
they are used, the description is sufficient. The eye frequently enables a 
better idea to be formed of a trade-mark than any verbal description would 
have done. In Eno v. Dunn (15 A. O. 252) the Lord Ohancellor, at 
P- 255, after stating the results of comparing two trade-marks, which 

e placed side by side, added that no verbal description of the difference 
did entire justice to the dissimilarity of the two marks. It was next urged 
that the trade-mark was not really a trade-mark at all, but, if anything, it 
was three trade-marks, which could not be registered as one mark, and it 
was contended that there could not be a valid trade-mark consisting only 
of the combination of two old labels, each separately registered as a trade- 
mark, together with something not distinctive at all. In support of this 
proposition reliance was placed on Re Players’ Trade-Mark, where Oozens- 
Hardy, J., refused to direct the comptroller to proceed with the 
registration of a mark which, in all its essentials, was the same as an 
earlier registered trade-mark of the same applicant, on the ground that 
it was superfluous. If the mark had been registered, however, by the 
comptroller in that case, it does not follows from that decision that upon 
an application by a rival trader it would necessarily have been taken off 


the register. How is he aggrieved by its registration? If his contention © 


is that registration of the mark is superfluous, as the registration adds 
nothing to existing rights, then he is not injured by such registration. 
If, however, registration prevents him from doing anything which, but for 
the registration, he could lawfully do, then it follows that registration was 
not superfluous, but has secured to the party registering some additional 
right. Nor has the argument that the mark is in reality three marks any 
validity. Provided that the mark complies with the requisites of section 
64 of the Act of 1883, the whole mark need not appear on any one ticket, 
label, stamp, or impression. A combination of several different marks, 
like that which was the subject of dispute in Robinson v. Finlay (9 Ch. D. 
487), and which is very common among dealers in cotton goods, 
may be treated as equivalent to a single mark. In Re Spencer's 
Trade-Mark, where the words “‘diamond cast steel’? were on one 
side of files and the corporate mark of the maker on the other 
side, the court held that the words ‘‘diamond cast steel’’ had not 
been used alone as a trade-mark ; they treated the marks on both sides of 
the file as together constituting one mark. In the present case Messrs, 
Crompton use the combination of the three labels to distinguish their 
goods. To apply what the Master of the Rolls said, in the case just cited, 
the moment a trader puts on his goods three labels, it is clear that he puts 
them all three on in order that all three being there may distinguish his 
goods. It was next urged that the ondents had never used and never 
intended to use the combination mark in question asa trade-mark. It 
was not disputed that the respondents had used the three labels in com- 
bination upon their goods to a large extent, but it was said that two labels 
were Be gy outside the wrapper, and the third label inside the wrapper, 
and that it was necessary that all the labels should be visibleat once to 
constitute a user of one trade-mark. In my judgment there is no founda- 
tion for this contention. It must very frequently happen that if labels or 
tickets are put at different ends, or different sides of packages, or if a portion 
of a mark is stamped or impressed on one side of any article and the other 
portion on the other side, the whole mark cannot be seen at the same time ; 
the goods may have to be turned over, yet it cannot be doubted that 
marks so used are being properly used as trade-marks. A further point 
was made that the respondents have only used their registered mark for 
cotton yarn, and only intend so to use it, whereas they have registered it 
in class 23, for cotton yarn and sewing cotton not on spools or reels. It 
does not appear that the applicants deal in sewing cotton or can be in any 
way affected by the registration, except so far as yarn is concerned, and in 
any case their remedy would be to rectify the register by limi the 
mark to those articles in the class in connection with which it was 
actually used, as was done in Re Edwards’ Trade-Mark, and not to strike 
the mark off the register altogether. No application has been made to 
me on the present motion to limit the respondents’ mark to yarn. The 
result is that the motion fails and must be refused.—Oounsut, 0. Leigh 
Clare and Kerly ; S:bastian. Soxscrrons, W. J. § EB. H. Tremellen, for Blair 
§ Seddon, Manchester ; Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, for Tweedale, Son, $ Lees, 
Oldham. 
(Reported by H. L. Onmistow, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


Re EDWARD HENRY DAVIES (PRESUMED DECEASED). 
10th March. 
Paopate—Prescmption or Dears. 

This was a motion on behalf of Sarah Selina Davies for leave to swear 
the death of Edward Henry Davies, her nephew, until recently of 47, 
Dove-street, Bristol. It ou that Mr. Davies was a master mariner 
in the employment of Messrs. Elder, Dempster, & Oo., who were the 


Jeune, P. 





managing owners of the steamship Merrimac, of London. In September, 
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1899, Mr. Davies was chief officer of the steamship Monterey, owned by the 
African Steamship Co., which was also under the ent of Messrs. 
Eider, Dempster, & Oo., and on the 13th of September, 1899, he sailed on 
poard the latter vessel from Avonmouth bound for Quebec. While at Quebec 
Mr. Davies was taken from the steamship Monterey and put in charge of 
the steamship Merrimac, which was laid 2 SS On the 25th of 
“October, 1899, he sailed in charge of the s p Merrimac from Quebec 
for Belfast, but from that date the vessel had never been heard of, and had 
pen posted at Lloyd’s as missing, the underwriters having paid as on a 
total loss. 


Jzunz, P., gave leave to swear the death of Mr. Davies as having 
on n of since the 2th of October, 1899.—Counsex, L. D. Powles. 
Soxicrrons, Maples, le, § Co. 
[Reported by Gwrxxz Hat, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
MOORE ». KEYTE. Div. Court. 5th March. 


Vaccrxation Actrs—Resorvtions BY Leicester Guarpians Dreecrine 
Tuer Vaccination Orrivek Not To Prosscutrs OzsrtTain Derav_ters— 
Proceeprincs Nevertueness TAKEN BY VACCINATION OrricER—VALIDITY 
or OonvICTION BY MagistRarEs. ‘ 


This was an appeal from an order of the justices of Leicester, who in 
October last convicted and fined the appellant Moore 1s. and costs for 
lecting to have his child Hilda Victoria, born on the 13th of January, 
1901, vaccinated within six months after birth. The prosecution was 
taken at the instance of the respondent Keyte, the vaccination officer 
appointed by the Leicester Board of Guardians. The respondent had in 
October included the appellant in a list of ten defaulters under the Vaccina- 
tion Acts, and in regard to those named in the list and in another contain- 
ing twelve names which the respondent had handed to the guardians in 
June, they passed resolutions in June and October as follows: ‘‘ That the 
vaccination officer be instructed to take no further steps instituting proceed- 
ings against those persons whose names are included in the list submitted 
to the guardians to-day until he receives the instructions of the 
uardians to do so.’? These resolutions were sent to the respondent, but 
took proceedings against the appellant notwithstanding them, and this, 
it was said, he had no power to do. At the hearing the clerk of the 
guardians read to the justices from his minute book a resolution passed by 
the guardians on the 30th of April, 1901, to the effect that the board 
strongly condemned the action of the vaccination officer in prosecuting 
defaulters under the Vaccination Acts, and incurring law ses without 
first consulting the guardians, and instructing him in future to report 
defaulters to tne baard, so as to afford them an aay to offer a 
reasonable excuse, as provided by section 29 of the Vaccination Act, 1867. 
The guardians, it was also sta had pointed out to the respondent that 
he was appointed subject to section 5 of the Vaccination Act, 1871, to 
enforce the provisions of the Acts of 1867 to 1898, and to prosecute euch 
persons as were charged as defaulters, and that the guardians would 
specially authorize him in writing under their common seal to prosecute 
such defaulters as they desired to be —— This resolution was also 
forwarded to the ndent, who accordingly submitted the lists 
above referred to, with the result that the guardians directed him to hold 
hishand. The respondent, however, disregarded these instructions and 
instituted proceedings against the appellants, and before the magistrates 
submitted that his appointment to the post of vaccination officer gave 
him impliedly power to enforce the Vaccination Acts, and to take 
ep cae the authority or the directions of the guardians. 
The appellant’s case was that the vaccination officer could not prosecute 
without the sanction of the guardians. Other points were raised by the 
defaulter on a and the questions for the High Court were, on the facts 
as stated, (1) Whether the vaccination officer by virtue of his a 
as such, without direction, general or special, from the gu at any 
time, and notwithstanding the guardians’ directions not to prosecute in 
certain specified cases, could institute —— under the Vaccination 
Acts, 1867 to 1898, as vaccination officer of the guardians; and (2) 
whether it was a condition precedent to a prosecution by a vaccination 
officer under section 29 of the Vaccination Act, 1867, that due proof must 
be given of the public vacci: ator having previously given notice of a visit 
aud having visited the house\. 
Tae Oourt (Lord Atvers rons, ©.J., and Daruinc and Onanne1, JJ.) 
d the appeal with co. sts. 

Lord Atverstone, O.J., ix: giving judgment, said it seemed perfectly 
plain that when the magista ‘ates had the case before them it was for them 
to say what was a reasonable excuse. That was a question it was not 
for the board of guardians to decide. To hold that there ought to 
be an investigation by the 5 aardians before the vaccination officer could 
institute proceedings would involve everybody in absolutely uceless and 
unn' e é and trouble. There was no ground for saying that 
the consent of the guardiims must be a condition t to the 
Prosecution, and having regard to the duty which the vaccination 
officer had to perform, the course taken by the respondent was perfectly 
right He should have come to that conclusion without reading in 
Conjunction with the sictions of the Acts 
subject the Local 


Furies taccination officer the more abundant clear. Ang cules ote 
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grounds of excuse, the a failed on all points. Appeal dismissed 
ly.—OCovnssL, Raw , K.0., and Schultess Young ; J.J Parfitt ; 
The Attorney-General and H. Sutton, tor the Local Government Board. 
Soticrrors, Owston, Dickinson, ¢ Simpson, Leicester; Fowler § Fowler, 
i ; Solicitor to the Local Government Board. 
(Reported by Exsxixe Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) ~ 


REX +. THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY AND ANOTHER. ie 


GORE. Ex parte COBHAM AND GARBETT (No, 2). Div. Court. 
3rd March. 
Practice —Costs — Crown — Prerocative Writ or Manpamus—No 


Jvunispicrion to Give Costs to Crown. 


Argument on point of law. In this case rules nisi were granted at the 
instance of the prosecutors Oobham and Garbett, calling on the 
Archbishop of Canterbury and his Vicar-General to shew cause why a pre- 
rogative writ of mandamus should not issue him to hear 
opponents of the confirmation of Bishop-Elect of the 
Diocese of Worcester. Notice of the 
the Dean and . There 
Treasury on behalf of the Crown, 
the Crown. Cause was shewn by 
the Crown without objection raised, and by 
Archbishop and Vicar-General, and after argument 
charged, costs being allowed to the Archbishop (vide supra, p. 282). The 
question which now came before the court was whether the court had 
jurisdiction to award costs to the Crown on the discharge by the court of 
a rule for a prerogative writ of mandamus, 

Tax Court (Lord Atvzrstong, O J,, and Wricut and Rivtzy,JJ.), having 
taken time to consider, refused to make the order. 

Lord Atverstong, O.J., in the judgment of the court, 
said that in their opinion the Attorney-General had a clear right 
to oppose the motion, but they had not been referred to, nor 
had they been able to discover, any case in which the ancient 
doctrine that in matters at common law the Crown ‘“‘never paid 
nor received costs,”’ as it was laid down by Lord Campbell in Reg. v. Beadle 
(5 W. R. 498, 7 El. & Bl. 492), and in Rex v. Miles (7 Term Rep. 367), 
Lord Advocate v. Lord Dunglas (9 Ol. & Fin. 173), and Smith v. Earl of Stair 
(2 H. L. Rep., at p. 809) had been expressly questioned in to the ¢ 
prerogative writ of mandamus. y the learned judges, thought it clear © 
that neither the Act 1 Will. 4, c. 21, s. 6, nor the existing Rules of the 
Supreme Court had altered the law as affecting the t case. For 


these reasons they could not make any order for payment of costs to the <— 


Vrown.—CounseL, Sutton; Bramwell is, K.U., and Whitehead ; Danck- 
werts, K.O., and Morton Smith. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
Wainwright & Oo. ; R. Todd. 

(Reported by E. G. Stituwet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 


BROWNE v. BRAND. Div. Court. 6th March. 


Licensine Law—Ricuts or TRaveLLeEns—Powsr or INNKEEPER TO 
Rervuss ApMIssIon. 


This was an appeal from the decicion of Judge Martineau at the Brighton 
County Oourt. The plaintiff was, on the 9th of April last, driving a 
motor-car near Horley, in Sussex. It broke down in the night, and he 
arrived at 2 a.m. at “The Ohequers,” a well-known inn there. All the 
bedrooms were occupied, and the landlord refused to accommodate the 
plaintiff, who, however, received some refreshment there. He brought an 
action for damages occasioned by the refusal of the landlord to let him 
sleep in a sitting-room. The county court judge found that the inn was 


full, and that the defendant had not acted ——— It was con- 
tended by the plaintiff that the landlord was bound to admit the plaintiff 
as the house was not full. There were o rule 


two ——— to the 
that an innkeeper must admit ts: (1) If the traveller was drunk or 
violent; (2) if the inn was f In this case, as there was a vacan’ 
sitting-room, the defendant was bound to allow the plaintiff to use i 
Hawkins’ Pleas of the Crown, p. 714; RB. v. Ivens (7 O. & P. 213), Fell v. 
Knight (8 M. & W. 269) were cited ia support of the above contention. 

Tue Court (Lord Atvenstong, O.J., and Danuine and Qxnannztt, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonr, C.J.—These cases must be judged on their merits. I 
do not think that the defendant was bound to allow the plaintiff to occupy 
a sitting-room if all the bedrooms were full. The true view of 
common law rule was that if an inn was not full the landlord was bound 
to admit travellers, he could not pick and choose. 
he was not bound to let people remain in si -rooms. He was bound to 
act reasonably, and the county court judge 

Dariine and ye JJ. concurred.—Oounssn, Zhornton Lawes, 
English Harrison, K.0., Burleigh Mwir. Souicrrons, George Terrell ; 
Cooper, Turner, $ Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsnanam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
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ments which varied the rate of wages he was to receive. There was some 
little dispute as to whether in his first agreement, which was in writing but 
had been lost, and secondary evidence of its terms could only be given, 
there was any provision as to the amount of cider he should receive per 
week in addition to 14s. and a cottage and garden rent free, but the 
appellant eaid there was not. In the later agreements, under which 
Cooper’s wages were raised, there was; however, no mention made of his 
having any cider, although during the whole time that he worked as 
a wagoner for the appellant he was supplied with cider. —- having 
been dismissed, he sued the appellant before the petty eessional court for 
due and 6s. 8d. for cider, his case being that the cider or its value was 
due to him under a verbal agreement. He obtained an order inst the 
appellant for the wages he claimed, but the amount he claimed for cider 
was disallowed on the ground that for the p of the case the written 
agreement was conclusive as to what the terms of the agreement for service 
between himself and his late employer were. Evidence was given that 
most of the workmen employed on the appellant's farm were supplied with 
cider, but that those who did not have it did not receive any additional 
wages in lieu of it, and the appellant said she could have discontinued the 
supply at any time. It was also proved that Cooper usually had three 
‘ quarts of cider a day, but that if he did not take his allowance he 
received no equivalent in money or otherwise. When Mrs. Jones was 
subsequently —— against under the Truck Acts for supplying Cooper 
with cider in lieu of current coin as wages, she pleaded that the cider was 
a gift to the men on the farm, and it was the general practice of all 
farmers in that part of the country to allow cider free to their men, The 
magistrates held the offence was proved, but stated a case in which they 
found as a fact that the cider was tupplied in part payment of wages 
to Cooper under a verbal agreement or understanding existing between the 
parties at the time when the last written egreement was entered into, and 
they convicted the appellant. The question for the opinion of the court 
was whether the justices were right in receiving and acting upon evidence 
of a verbal agreement to supply cider in part payment of wages and in 
allowing such evidence to prevail in spite of the existence of a written 
agreement which was admittedly not modified by any subsequent agree- 
ment, verbal or otherwise, and which while containing other terms in 
—_— to the employment of Cooper was wholly silent on the question of 
cider. 

Tusz Oovrt (Lord A.versronz, C.J., and Dartinc and CuHanngL1, JJ.), 
without hearing the respondent, dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, C.J., said he doubted whether he should have come to 
the same conclu-ion as the magistrates, but they had found that the cider 
was in fact supplied in part payment of wages. It was contended on 
behalf of the appellant that there being a written agreement the court 
ought not to look at a verbal agreement made by the parties even if it was 
found by the magistrates to be an undertaking to supply something other 

, than money in payment of wages. If that contention prevailed it would 
reduce the concluding words of eection 25 of the Act of 1831 to practical 
\ nullity. That section was drawn in the widest terms. It was impossible 
for the court to say that there was no evidence of such an agreement in 
view of the statements made by Cooper. He did not suggest that any gift 
given by an employer out of the kindness of his heart, such, for example, as 
beer during hay-making time, was part of a man’s wages, in such a sense 
that the master who allowed it would infringe the Truck Act, but on the 
finding before them they could not say that the conviction was wrong.— 
CounsrL, Rawlinson, K.C., and Corner; Amphlett, K.C. So.icrrors, 
Stallard § Turner, for T. H. Coombs, Worcester ; Samuel Thornely, Worcester. 


[Reported by Exsxixe Rzip, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.)} 
MONE +. ARNOLD. Div. Court. 3rd March. 


Facrory Act (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 75), s. T—Provistons acatnst Frre— 
Power or Covnty Covrt Jupce to Aprrortion Cost or Sarety 
APPLIANCES, 


This was an appeal from the decision of Sir John Edge at the 
Clerkenwell County Court apportioning the cost of safety appliances made 
to a factory in Hoxton in accordance with the provisions of section 7 of the 
Factory Act of 1891. Section 7, sub-section 1, provides that every factory 
‘shall be provided with such means of escape as can reasonably be required 
under the circumstances of the case. Sub-section 2 provides that a notice 
shall be served on the person being within the meaning of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, the owner of the factory, requiring him to carry 
out the same within a specified date, and unless such requirements 
are so complied with such owner shall be liable to a fine not 
exceeding one pound per day for every such noncompliance. If 
the owner alleges that the occupier of the factory ought to bear or 
contribute to the expenses of complying with the requirement he may 
apply to the county court having jurisdiction where the factory is situate, 
and thereupon the court may make euch order as appears to the 
court just and equitable under all the circumstances. Tne respondent, 
who was the owner of the factory, did the work and claimed to be 
recompensed the cost of the work from the appellant, who was the tenant 
under a lease dated the Ist of November, 1897. For the appellant it was 
contended that the word “‘ought’’ in the section infplied legal liability, 
and that the tenant, who was not bound by his covenant to pay this amount, 
could not have any Jiability ** upon him by this — which he was 
not lly obliged to pay. For the respondent it was contended that the 
Act of Parliament meant to look after the safety of the factories and 
imposed the burden on the owner, but gave the county court judge power 
to impoee upon the tenant a portion of the liability in cases where the 
tenant was not legally liable. 

Tue Covar (Lord Arveustoxe, C.J., and Darino and Onawnagit, JJ.) 

the appeal, being of opinion that the true construction of eection 


7, sub-section 2, of the Act of 1891 was to give the county court judge a 
discretion as to what portion of the cost should be borne by landlord and 
tenant respectively having regard to all the circumstances of the case, 
The pri idea of the Legislature was to ensure the safety of the 
factories, and they imposed the burden on the owner, leaving it to the 
county court judge to do what was right between the parties. The word 
“ought” in the section was not to be read as implying a legal obligation. 
—Counser, CO. A. Russell, K.C., and Daly ; Boger ; Dickens, K.C., and 
Chester Jones, Soxicrrors, Stanley Evans § Co. ; Shaen, Roscoe, § Co. 
(Reported by C. G. Witpnanam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re WALLIS, Ex parte THE TRUSTEE v. CHARLOTTE WALLIS, 
Wright, J. 10th March. 


Banxnurtcy—Prorerty or Banxrurr—AssiGNMENT or Oxose In AcTION— 
Norice or AssigNment—Banxavrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 
s. 44, . 


Motion by the trustee in the bankruptcy of A. Wallis for a declaration 
that he was entitled to a policy for £500 on the life of the bankrupt. Some 
time prior to the bankruptcy Wallis had deposited the policy in question 
with his wife Obarlotte Wallis to secure a loan made by her from her. 
separate estate. She did not give notice to the insurance company of he 
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Wallis, who, on the same day, 
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8rd of January, 1902, Mrs. Wallis 












lepos 2 
receiver gave notice to the insurance 
been made against Wallis. Ox the 

ve notice of her claim to the insurance company. The trustee in the 
—8—— thereupon launched the present motion to determine the title 
to the policy. 

Waveney , held that Mrs. Wallis was entitled to retain the policy. She 
had a good equitable charge for value on the policy before the bankruptcy. 
The trustee , j all incumbrances for 
at the date of the bankruptcy, and did not 
of any such incumbrancer by giving prior notice of hisclaim. Applica- 
tion dismissed.—Counsei, Eve, K.0., and Richard Neville; Reed, K.U., and 
F. Mellor. Soxtcrrons, Piesse § Son; Wood § Wootton. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 









Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re A SOLICITOR. Fx pariec INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Div. Court. 11th March. 


So.icrron—UNDERTAKING By SoLicrron WHEN Berone Commirree To Par 
OomrpLarnant His Costs—APrpLicaTION TO THE DivistonaL OCouRT FOR 
Svucu an Onper—Practice. 


In this case the solicitor, when before the committee, had agreed to me 
the complainant his costs. Counsel on behalf of the complainant 
for an order that the respondent should now pay, as agreed, the com- 
plainant’s costs before the committee. Countel for the Law Society asked 
the court not to accede to the application, as it was contrary to the 
practice invariably followed. In these cases it was unnecessary for the 
complainant to make a separate application for his costs as the notics of: 
motion prepared by the Law Society provided for the payment out of the 
sum allowed them for costs any costs which the complainant was entitled 
to recover. There were cases when, under special circumstances, the court 
had heard a ceparate application made on behalf of the complainant for 
costs, but while the court could hear the application, he asked that t 
should not do so, as it might be treated as a precedent, which could on 
lead to unneceseary expense. ; 

Tux Court took that view, and the usual order only—that the solicitor 
should pay the costs of the inquiry and of this motion —was made.— 
CounsgL, Hollams ; C. W. Kent. Soricrtors, The Solicitor to the Incorporated 
Law Society ; Wm. Hood, Oroydwn. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


March 10.—Tuomas Wurirmore Bayuis, 22, Gloucester-street, Pimlico, 

March 10.—Wuu14Mm Paxxrau Barron WINE. 

March 10.—Ricnarp Wii11am Wooitey Hurry, West Bromwich and 
Wolverhampton-street, Dudley 

March 10.—Joun Wi11aM Putts, Birmingham. 

March 10.—James Francis Kicuanpson, 55, Crows-street, Manchester. 

March 10.—Oxnar.zes Joszeru Roper Scvpamorz, 79, Gresham-satreet, E. G. 

March 10.—Rzarnatp Taunor, 13, South-square, Gray’s-inn. 

March 11 —Tuomas Mo.ison Surrn, 180, New Kent-road, Surrey. 

SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED, 

March 10.—Hastinos Canter Duaren, 83, Vincent-equare, Westminster, 
three years. 

March 11.—Gzorce Wuitrwett Dennis, St. John’s-grove, Croydon, 
one year. 








The annual general meeting of the Selden Society will be held in the’ 
Council Room ‘ 





| 1902, at 4 30 p.m, Lord Macnaghten in the chair. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The twenty-seventh annual general meeting of this society was held at 
the rooms, on Wednesday, the 26th of February, 1902, at 3.30 o’clock p.m. 
Present : Mr. Reginald Benson in the chair, and Messrs. H. Auty, J. O. 
Auty, J. Barber, J. Bingham, J. Binney, F. Bowman, E. Bramley, G. E. 
Branson, B. T. Burdekin, J. O Olegg, W. E. Olegg, J. N. Ooombe, J. H. 
Davidson, G. Denton, F. E. Eaton, L. E. Emmet, A. 8. Fawcett, W. 
Glossop, T. W. Hall, A. F. H. Harrop, A. Howe, J. B. Kesteven, A. Neal, 
C. Padiey, J. K. Parker, D. H. Porrett, C. Robinson, H. E. Sandford, 
G. H. Simpson, T. A. Skinver, A. Slater, F. F. Smith, W. F. Smith, 
A. A. Tasker, J. B Wheat, and k. E. Hodgkinson (Rotherham). 

The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed and 
circulated, having been taken as read, it was resolved : 

i 2 report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, the treasurer for the 
past year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be 
given to him for his services. 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Reginald 
Benson, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, 
and the consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Kdward 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary during the past year. 

5. That Mr. William Edwin Clegg be elected the president, Mr. F. 
Parker Rhodes be elected the vice-president, Mr. Arthur Wightman be 
re-elected the treasurer, and Mr. Kdward Bramley be re-elected the 
secretary of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the ensuing 
year: Mersre. J. Barber, R. Benson, J. Binney, R. M. Brown, J. O, Clegg, 
J. N. Coombe, G. Denton, W. B. Esam, R. E. + Po W. Irons, 
A. Neal, D. H. Porrett, H. B. Sandford, H. Sayer, and R. T. Wilson. 

7. That Messrs. F. F. Smith and F. E. Eaton be appointed the auditors of 
the society for the ensuing yeur, and that the best t sof the society be 
given to Messrs. J. O. Auty and F. F. Smith for their kindness in auditing 
the accounts for the past year. 

8. That the thanks of the society be given to the Right Hon. O. B. 
Stuart Wortley, K.C., M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before 
him by the committee, and for the prints of the public Bills brought into 
the House of Commons during the past Session, which he has forwarded to 
the committee. 

The president presented the society’s prize, valued £10 10s., to Mr. 
Ernest Edward Chitty, who passed in the second class for honours in the 
November (1901) Examination. 

Mr. Ohitty suitable responded. 

9. That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for 
presiding. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is now 166. 

Building Society Officials Preparing Mortgages, Fe —A communication was 
received from the Incorporated Law Society aeking if your committee 
knew of any secretaries of building societies, not being solicitors, who 
prepared and completed the various mortgages made by the members, as, 
under couneel’s opinion, obtained by that society, such a procedure was an 
infringement of section 44 of the Stamp Act, 1891, even if no payment other 
than his regular salary was made to the officer who prepared the document. 
The committee’s answer was that there were very few building societies in 
Sheffield, and that they knew of no such practice in this district. The 
same principle would seem to extend to bank clerks preparing charges 
under seal, 

After-acquired Property of an Undischarged Bankrupt.—Your committee 
bad along discussion on a communication received from the Hull Law 
Society, drawing attention to the risks incurred by the public and 
the responsibility of colicitors in dealing with real property, the 
title to which may hsve passed through the hands of an undiscvarged 
bankrupt, who acquired the property after the bankruptcy: see New Land 
Development Co. v. Gray (61 L. J. Ch. 495) and Bird v. Philpott (1900, 1 Oh. 
822). There seemed no way of altering this inconvemient state of things 
except by legislation, and the committee expressed their willingness to aid 
the Hull Law Society in any steps the latter might decide to take to farther 
this end, and suggested they should make representations to the Incor- 
porated Law Society on the point. There seems little chance, however, in 
the present Parliamentary block, of obtaining such an Act for some time. 

Solicitor-Trustecs—The committee’s attention was drawn to recent 
decisions, notably those of Ke Fish (1893, 2 Oh. 418) and Clarkson v. 
tobinson (1900, 2 Ch. 722), bearing upon the — of the power of 
solicitor-trustees to charge the estate for work done by them under the 
trustees’, remuneration clause usually inserted in wills and eettlements 
it will be in the recollection of some of the members that, in the year 
-_ * ey ogg bad the same Lamy —* = he er —5 

e follow is a copy of a par on p. e 8 ten 
annual report: ‘* The Commanttves’s attention having been called to the 
disallowances made in administration actions to trustees and executors, 
who had employed solicitors to do work which, in the opinion 
of the taxing-master, might have been done themeelves, 
and in particular to the position raised by the case of Bellamy 
Vv. Metropolitan Board of Works (L. R. 24 Ob. Div. 387), they, after 
Consultation with the London Council, recommended the adoption of 
a clause drawn by Mr. Wolstenholme, the eminent conveyancer, to be’ 








inserted in wills and settlements, giving executors and trustees power to 
remunerate solicitors for their services, and such clause was sent to 
member.”” The following is a copy : 
hereby declared (and I do hereby direct) that the (executors and) trustees 
or trustee for the time his 

instead of acting q 
person to transact any business or do any act of whatever nature req 
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to be done in the incl the receipt and payment of money, 

wo Phage ony (exdoutor of) trate arg be " yen ced or act, 
rson engag any or so employ 

se shall be entitled to ch and be paid professional or other 


charges for any business or act by him or his firm in connection with 
the trust, including acts which (an executor, or) a trust could have done 
personally.”” The Council of the a Law Society have expressed 
an opinion that if the clause, as sett ‘ 

inserted in the will in the case of Clarkson v. Robinson, the 
Wives opinina has ‘bees tabsn by the commaliten, soatioms ti view. Tes 
whore opinion has been e w. The 
cant Gane that ape A of these opinions the members might 
rely u the clause as sufficient to enable a solicitor-trustee (if he so 
thought fit) to charge for all work done by him in connection with the 
trust, whether in the course of his profession or not. 

Incidence of Estate Duty.—Solicitors throughout the country were invited 
by the Incorporated Law Society and the provincial law societies to give 
instances of delay and difficulty caused by the new opinion of the Inland 
Revenue authorities that now, in many cases, estate duty attaches to land, 
even where it is left to trustees upon trust for sale, or with power of sale, 
and not to the proceeds as formerly. It is believed that a considerable 
amount of delay and difficulty has been experienced, but this has been in 
many cases obviated by the vendor’s éolicitors giving—what they are not 
called upon to give, and what they take some responsibility in giving — 
their own undertaking, or by the purchaser’s eolicitors accepting, at some 
risk, the undertaking of the vendor. However this may be, the instances 
supplied by members were so few that it was not thought desirable to 
approach the Chancellor of the Exchequer with them, and the matter 
remains in abeyance for the present. Any members who can give useful 
information on the point are requested to communicate with the 
secretary. 

Legal Education and Sheffield University Law Classes —Ten students have 
joined the elementary class for the session 1901-2, and four the advanced. 
As the total number of articled clerks in the district is only about twenty, 
these numbers may be considered as highly satisfactory. A summarized 
statement of account in connection with the classes wil] be found attached 
to this report. After this session the three years’ experimental — will 
have come to an end, and me —— YF paulo, decide —* 2 
classes will be continued, and, if so, put, on a 
permanent basis. This will depend on the financial support that can be 
obtained for them, and ex s of opiuion from members on the 
point will be welcomed. The Incorporated Law Society have been good 
enough to give, beyond their subscription of £50, a donation of 
£25 tor the classes this year. It is worth mentioning that the whole of 
the students who have attended the classes and ted themeelves for 
the intermediate or examinations have now got through the 
examinations they have eat for. Assuming that the classes are continued, 
itis hoped that members will do their best to ensure that all articled clerks 
attend them, as they ought to prove of considerable benefit to them. The 
Accountancy Lectures referred to in the last re were duly delivered 
by Mr. Harry Short, the t of the Sheffield Chartered Accountants 
Society, and classes were held in connecticn with them, but the attendances 
were somewhat disappointing, and the committee are not doing anything 
further in the way of tuition in bookkeeping and accounts for the present. 

Conditions of Sale.—The committee had their attention drawn by the 
Wakefield Law society to the decision of Buckley, J., in the case of 
Dougherty v. Oates, reported m the Soxicrrors’ Journal of 15th December, 
1900, p. 119, which seeemed to imply that unless pep Pe peer meiry 
were given an opportunity of in: ag conditions of sale and all material 
deeds before coming into the sale room, they would not be bound by any 
restrictions other than those which would necessarily be implied from the 
description of the as, for instance, restrictions about roads, 
frontage, and the like, implied by Iand being advertised as “ building 
land.”’ pal sealing Oi the novel pea a peat 
sales by auction, except ge matters, commi decided 
case pe An Mr. John eae the Advantage was also taken of 
the opportunity to as r. 

— on the —* ** 4 1897. | eat pvt “+ a 
it n to have conditions reprin' accoun sligh 

alteration ne recommended in condition No. 4, but the conditions should 
be acted upon as it that alteration had been made. 

The following is a copy of the case submitted to Mr. Jno. Dixon, with 
his opinion : 

QuEsTIONs. 


1. How should notice be given to a purchaser (at a sale by auction) of 
restrictive or onerous — —— whether in a lease or in 
deeds, eo that he may be deemed to have bad a fair opportunity of ascer- 


what they are? 
‘ i sufficien: vertirement to state the fact that the 
Would it be t for the ad A 


announcement 
conditions of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law 
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urchaser that he can inspect the lease in accordance with general con- 

tion 4, and so affording him a reasonable opportunity of making him- 
self eee with the provisions of the lease, as apparently is 

uisite ? 

. Generally, what is the proper courses to be adopted with regard to 
title and conditions of sale so as to save unnecessary ense, and at the 
same time avoid the risk of having the validity of the sale or of part of the 
contract questioned ? 

6. Should the wording of condition 4 be altered with regard to the times 
before the sale at which leases can be inspected ? 

7. Has the Land Transfer Act, 1897, affected the registration of probates 
and affidavits of intestacy at the Wakefield Deeds Registry, in connection 
with the real estate of persons dying after its passing ? 

8. If so, how far should the existing practice, and general condition 
No. —* altered ? 

9. it now necessary to rogister, at the Wakefield Deeds istry, 
letters of administration of a parson possessed of real estate, — 
which relate to leaseholds only, and also letters of administration in a 
similar case f 

ANSWERS. 

1 to 5. (¢) I think that notice of restrictive or onerous covenants or 
conditions can be given, either by the advertisement or by the particulars or 
—_— conditions of sale, if published a reasonable time before the 

on. 

(6) I think that (subject to the obaervations hereinafter contained) it 
would be sufficient for the advertisement, or for the particulars or special 
conditions of sale, if published a reasonable time before the auction, to 
state that the property is subject to certain covenants or conditions, 
indicating briefly their nature, and that the deed or deeds containing such 
covenants or conditions, or a copy thereof, may be examined at the office 
of the vendor’s solicitor, during business hours, on the five (or some other 
reasonable number of) business days immediately preceding the day of sale 
and that the purchaser shall be deemed to have bought with full notice of 
the contents thereof. 

) As regards leaschold property, I think that the mere statement that 
the sale is subject to the general conditions of sale of the Sheffield Law 
Society is sufficient notice to the purchaser of the fourth condition as to 
his being able to examine the lease or a copy thereof and as to his being 
deemed to have bought with full notice of the contents thereof. 

(4) Bat I think that where there is a covenant or condition which would 
or migat interfere with the use of the property for any purpose for which 
it is described in the advertis-in<nt or particulars as used or suitable to be 
used (as in Davis v. Carey, 40 Ch. D. 601), or a covenant requiring the 
expenditure of a large sam of money (as in Dougherty v. Oates, SOLICITORS’ 
Jovgnat, 15th December, 1900, p. 119), it would not be prudent to rely on 
either of the above general statements; but the existence and nature of 
such covenant or condition should be stated cither in the advertisement 
or in the particulars or special conditions of sale, if published a reasonable 
time before the auction. 

(c) I think that in cases where it is not intended to print and circulate, 
before the auction, the special conditions of sale, and they are not of a very 
ordinary character, the advertisement should state that they may be 
examined as above mentioned in paragraph (4). 

(/) As regard the contract to be signed by the purchaser, I think that 
it is only prudent (whether necessary or not) to anuex a print of the 
general conditions of sale, instead of merely referring to them, and of 
course the special conditions must be annexed. 

6. I think that the fourth general condition of sale would be improved 
by substituting the words, “‘during business hours on the five business 
days,” for the words, ‘‘ between the hours of 11 a.m.and 4 p.m. on the 
toree days.”’ 

7. I do not understand the grounds on which it is suggested that the 
fact of the Land Transfer Act vesting the real estate in the personal 
representative renders the registration in any Yorkshire registry of 
probates or of affidavits of intestacy unnecessary, 

8. I see no reason for altering general condition 7. 

9. Iam of opinion that it is not necessary to register in any Yorkshire 
registry letters of administration of the estate of a deceased owner, as 
regards either real or leasehold property, and the Yorkshire Kegistries 
Act does not appear to me to contam any provision for the registration of 
lettere of administration. I also think that it is unnecessary to register 
probates az regards leasehold property. 

Australian Locuments —The committee have obtained from the Colonial 
Office some usefal information as to the formalities with which documents 

with property in the different Australian Colonies, or required for 
use in the courts there, have to be executed; and this information has been 
Placed in the library for the use of members, 





THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The tollowing is the report for the year 1901 : 

1. The sxciety has euffered this year several losses by the death of old 
members and by some unavoidable resignations. But the places have 
been filled by new subscribers and the titel number of members shews 4 
very slight increase, having risen to 2794. It is noteworthy that o 4 
majority of the new rulecriptions come from the libraries of public 
institutions, » fact which affords satisfactory evidence that the publications 
of the society are more and more recognized as standara works of 


: 


2. Volume XIIL. of the soclety’s publications for 1499, being ** Kelect 
Pleas of the Yoru” and elited by mr. G. J. Turner, which was ia arrear, 
The CoanAl regret the delay, but trust that the 
the quality of the 


Wart uel io 


members will * ——— — lor their pati⸗ace 
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work. Volume XV. for 1901 was issued early in January, 1902, and is 
“* Select Pleas, Starrs, and other Records from the Rolls of the Exchequer 
of the Jews,’’ edited by Mr. J. M. Rigg. This volume has been produced 
with the assistance of the Jewish Historical Society of England, and the 
Council desire to record their sense of the friendly co-operation shewn b 
that society which has enabled the joint undertaking to be carried throug’ 
without any difficulty. Volume XVI., for 1902, will be the first volume 
of ** Select Proceedings in the Star Chamber,” edited by Mr. I. 8S. Leadam, 
The preparation of this is well advanced, and a portion of the MS. is now 
in the printer’s hands. 

3. Provisional arrangements (subject to contingencies) have been made 
fer the following publications in subsequent years : 

1903. ‘‘ Year Books of Edward II.,” Vol. I. Edited by Professor 
Maitland. 

1904. ‘‘ Star Chamber,’’ Vol. II. Edited by Mr. I. S. Leadam. 

1905. ‘* Year Books of Edward II.,’”? Vol. Il. Edited by Professor 
Maitland. 

1906. ‘‘ Glanvill.’”” Edited by Mr. I. 8. Leadam. 

Also other volumes of the Year Books and volumes on ‘ Borough 
Custumals’’ and ‘‘ Charters of Trading Companies.”’ 

4. The period of Lord Justice Stirling’s office as vice-president has expired. 
The council have nominated in his place Mr. Justice Wills, who has 
kindly consented to accept the office. The Council desire to record their 
gratitude to Lord Justice Stirling for his services as vice-president during 
the last three years. 

5. Under the rules the following members of the council retire by 
rotation, namely: Mr. Atkinson, Mr. Justice Bruce, Mr. Carter, Mr. 
Justice , Mr. Cyprian Williams. The council have re-nominated 
all the retiring members who are willing to serve again. No nominatiou 
has been received under rule 7 (a). 

6. The election of Mr. Justice Wills as vice-president creates a casual 
vacancy in the council, which has been filled under rule 8 by the 
nomination of the Master of the Rolls, who has consented to serve. 

7. An abstract of the accounts, with the report of the auditors, is 
annexed. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 10.—Mr. E. F. Spance in the chair.—A joint debate was held 
with the members of the Law Students’ Debating Society. Mr. R. P. 
Croom Johnson (L.8.D.8.) moved: ‘“‘ That the Government is to be com- 
mended for concluding the recent treaty with Japan.’’ Mr. Neville 
Tebbutt (U.L.S.) opposed. There also spoke: Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell 
(L.8.D.8.), Alfred Dods (L.8.D.8.), E. F. Spence (U.LS.), Oscar J. 
Kuhn (L.8.D.8.), A. Heiron (L.8.D.8.), H. Shephard (L. S. D. S.), O. Kains- 
Jackson (U.L.S.), P. B. Walmsley (U.L.S.), and F. J. Leggett (L.S.D.5.). 
Mr. H. A. Baker (L.S8.D.8.) replied for Mr. Croom Johnson. The motion 
was carried by eleven votes. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London,on Wednesday, the 
12th inst., Mr. Robert Cunliffe in the chair. The other directors present 
being: Mes:rs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, 
Hamilton Fulton (Salisbury), H. E. Gribble, Samuel Harris (Leicester) 
Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Sir George H. Lewis, Richard 
Pennington, J.P., Wm. A. Sharpe, R. 8. Taylor, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £385 was distributed in grants of relief, four 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Bizincuam Law Srvpents’ Socirery.—March 11.—Mr. W. H. King 
preriding.—a debate took place on the following moot point: “Is 
insanity a defence to an action to recover damages for a wrong 
independent of contract?’’ The speakers in the aflirmative were Messrs. 
8. J. Grey, T. H. Cleaver, E. Woodward, B. E. Cramp, and W. H. Coley, 
and in the negative Mesers. E. A. B. Cox, H. W. Lyde, and T. F. Duggan. 
After the openers on both sides had replied, the chairman summed up, 
and on the question being put to the meeting a verdict resulted in favour 
of the negative. A very hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for his 
services concluded the meeting. 





The death is announced of Mr. Piers White, K.O., a leading member of 
the Irish bar, on Saturday at his residence in Dublin. He was 
to the bar in 1845, and became a Queen’s Counsel in 1471. In 1885 he 
was — president of the Boundaries Commission for settling the 
bou 6 of the newly-created constituencies in Ireland. 


It is stated that the Quebec Government is determined to abridge the 
right of appeal to the Privy Council as a consequence of the decision of the 
Judicial Committee in Loy v. The Canadian Pacific Kailway, in which 
the ’rivy Council ruled that # farmer had no claim for compensation for 
crops destroyed by a spark from a locomotive, because the com "s 
cha:ter overruled the law of Quebec. Mr, Gouin, one of the members of 
the Government, was counsel for Roy, avd, according to the Montreal 
— Adent of the Daily Uhronicle, has wince been arousing Frcnch- 


prejudice to prevent a repetition of what he calls em invasion ot 


the constitutional rights of Quebec. 
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COMPANIES. 
ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Annvat Covrr. 


The annual general court of the members of the Alliance Assurance Oo. 

was held on 
RoruscHiLD, chairman, presiding. 

The report said that it was gratifying to the directors to be able to state that 
the operations of the company in all ches of business transacted in the 
year had been satisfactory. As regarded the life account, the number of 
policies issued during the year was 1,532, covering a gross sum of 
£1,070,493 and a net sum of £936,693. The single premiums received and 
the estimated annual premiums in respect of the new policies amounted to 
£60,420 on the gross sum assured, and to £54,466 on the net sum assured. 
The life assurance fund at the beginning of the year amounted to 
£3,287,223 128. 7d., whilst the premiums for the year were £382,510 16s., 
and the interest (less income tax) and re tion fees £121,425 17s. 6d., 
making a total of £503,936 13s.6d. The s by death and under matured 
endowments and endowment assurances amounted to £191,930 Os. 10d., and 
the surrendersand cash bonuses to £26,778 19s. 10d., and the commission and 
expenses of management to £38,250, making a total of £256,959 Os. 8d., so 
that the surplus was £246,977 12s. 10d., making the life assurance fund at 
the close of the year £3,534,201 5s. 5d. The annuity fund stood at 
£522,288 1le. 5d., being £220,918 12s. 10d. in excess of the amount at the 
close of the previous year. The amount at the credit of fire insurance 
fund and profit and loss account at the beginning of the year was 
£984,046 18s. 2d., the premiums received being £548,660 7s. 2d. The 
loeses by fire (£51 3s. 3d. per cent. of the premium income) were 
£280,719 18s. 1ld., and the commission and expenses of » 
including bad debts (£86 4s. 5d.), being £35 3s. 4d. cent. of 
the premium income £192,930 12s, 8d., together £473,650 11s. 7d. ; 
a total of £75,009 15s. 7d. The interest and dividends (less income tax) 
were £52,878 15s., which left a surplus of £127,888 10s. 7d. After 
deducting mcome tax on profit £5,543 3s. 10d., and dividend on share 
capital £100,000, making together £105,543 38. 10d, a total of 
£22,345 6s. 9d. The amount at credit of fire insurance fund and profit 
and loss account atthe close of the year was therefore £1,006,392 4s. 11d. 
The leasehold and investment policies fund amounted to £180,066 2s. 3d., 
being an increase of £42,060 12s. 11d. over the amount at the close of 1900. 
Asummary of the company’s funds at the closeof the year shewed the follow- 
ing figures : Paid-up capital £550,000, life assurance tund £3,534,201 5s. 5d., 
annuity fund £522,288 11s. 5d., fire insurance fund £863,392 4s, 1ld., 
leasehold and investment policies fund £180,066 2s. 3d., profit and loss 
account £143,000, making a total of £5,792,948 4s., which, added to 
reserve for outstanding claims, dividends, accrued commission and 
expenses, and bills payable £102,591 7s. 3d., brought the total up to 
£5,895,539 lle. 3d. The directors had resolved to declare a dividend for 
the year of 8s. per share on the paid-up capital, which would absorb 
£100,000, and there would remain on profit loss account a balance of 
£43,000. 

Mr, Ronert Lewis (general manager) having read the notice convening 
the meeting, 

The OCxarrman moved the adoption of the report. 

Mr. F. A. Lucas, M P., seconded the motion. 

Mr. W. Evans said it was thirteen years since the board increased the 
dividend from 6s. 6d. to 8s, per share—thirteen years of very remarkable 
progress, and he should have liked te have heard at this meeting that it 
was to have been increased to 9s. or 10s. The only reason the board did 
not increase the dividend was that they were desirous of adding to the 
reserve funds. In 1888 the premiums on the life business were £147.063, 
and in the year before the meeting they were £382,000. In 1888 the 
premium income from the fire department was £346,542, and last year 
£548,000. This shewed a most remarkable progress. He was quite sure 
no one appreciated more than he the enormous power of the board for 
getting business, and good business. It was a board which the com 
could not possibly do without. The profits for 1899 were £154,000, whi 
would have enabled the payment of a dividend of 10s. per share, 
and would have left a balance of £4,000. The profits for 1900 
were £124,000, whilst last year the profits were £134,746, enough 
to pay a 10s. dividend with £9,744 surplus. If a dividend of 10s. had 
been paid for the last three years there would still have been a surplus to 
go to the reserve fund of £113,000. The business undertaken was of an 
exceptionally high character. The company had a larger reserve for every 
£100 of fire losses than most other companies. In +1899, for every £100 
there were £370 of reserves, and the company had a very large capital for 
a comparatively small business. For every 2100 of net losses in that year 
there were £580 of funds. If the board had acted on the views that Spre- 
vatled in other companies the dividend would have been 10s. share for 
the last three years, and the market value of the shares would accordingly 
have been very much increased. 

The Guatnman said he was sure he was only expressing the feeling of 
his brother directors when he said they were much obliged to Mr. Evans 
for making this attack upon their policy. But he thought it was an attack 
which could be easily answered. The effect of their policy had been to 
increase the value of the shares on the Stock Exchange and to put them 
atthe high price at which they now stood, whore they were capitalized 
to pay 4 per cent, instead of the higher rate of interest id by other 
insurence companies. The board had” always had one in view, 
which the adopted some years ago after mature reflection. It wasa 
policy which differed perhaps from the policy of the Alliance in olden one 
when the reserves were considered to be the uncalled capital and 
unlimited Mability of the shareholders. The board had always gone on the 
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doing 
had adopted a policy which was most beneficial to their interests 
which gave the board no anxiety in transacting a large and, as he hoped it 
would continue to be, profitable business. 

The motion was adopted and a dividend agreed to in the terms mentioned 
in the report. 

On the motion of the Cxuarmman, seconded by Mr. Lucas, the 
directors were re-elected as follows: Major-General Sir Arthur Ellis, 
K.C.V.O., Mr. James Fletcher, the Hon. Lionel Walter Rothschild, M.P., 
and Sir Charles Rivers Wilson, G.O.M.G., O. B. 

Mr. Charles Lee Nichols, F.0.A., was re-elected auditor. 

Mr. Bartzy moved a vote of thanks to the chairman, directors, and staff. 
They had a most able staff. Mr. Lewis was one of the best underwriters 
of the day. 

The Cuarrman returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENT. 
Mr. G. H. T. Fosrer, solicitor and notary public, of Malvern and 
Upton-on-Severn, has been appointed Coroner for the South District of 
Worcestershire. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that the Solicitor-General, who has been laid up by an 
attack of influenza, is now much better. 

The Solicitors Bil! passed through committee of the House of Lords 
on Tuesday without amendment, and was reported to the House. 

Lord Salisbury announced in the House of Lords on the 10th inst. that 
the Law Officers of the Crown were considering the advisability of 
proclaiming public holidays on the occasion of the Uoronation and on the 
day of the procession. 

A lawyers’ trust has, says the Canadian Law Review, been formed in 
Jersey > ie eee St Ses ae been filed at Trenton. 
The capital stock is 20,000 dols., into 2,000 shares of 10 dols. each. 
They will be known as the Associated Attorneys’ Co., and are authorized 
to, and may, conduct commercial as well as legal business. 

M. Pierre-Marie-René-Ernest Waldeck-Rousseau, the French 
says a writer in the Outlook, after the 
Interior retired, about 1889, into the lucrative position 
barrister of his day. His fame in this part of his career is 
it is at a great sacrifice of personal gain that he is again in 


A lawyer, says the Canadian Law Review, once asked 
Pickens, of Alabama, to charge the jury that “ it is better 
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nine guilty men should escape than that one innocent be 
punished.” ‘‘ Yes,” said the judge, “‘I will give that charge; but, in 
the opinion of the court, the ninety and nme guilty men have already 


escaped in this county.” 
In the House of Lords 222 Lerd Chancellor 
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At the Guildhall police-court on the 7th inst: John Marston Birkett, a 
clerk, was charged on a warrant with having on or about the 16th of Jul 
forged and uttered a lease of certain property known as St. Olat’s, Hig 
Barnet, and with unlawfully obtaining p bam of the said forged lease 
a cheque for £1,074 7s. 6d. He was also charged with Thomas Summons 
with conspiring to defraud certain solicitors. Counsel for the prosecution 
said this was a very serious matter, and involved charges of orgery and 
fraud of considerable itude. The sum of £50,000 was involved, and 
some twenty solicitors and their clients had been defrauded by the means 
of worthless securities in the shape of forged leases. The principal 
offender in the matter had been arrested, but he had escaped. The case 
was adjourned. 


* i ,”’ writing to the Times on the debt-collecting part of the 
business of the county courts, says: “Personally, after thirty years’ 
experience of county courts, I doubt if either legislation or anything else 

make any impression on our debt-collecting business, and it must 
either continue to absorb far too much of the time of the judges, or it must 
be delegated to the registrars. At present a registrar’s jurisdiction is 
limited to £2, and then only by consent. Without such consent he has no 
power to decide a dispute over 6d., and even with consent he cannot try an 
action in which the claim exceeds £2. Therefore, the judge must spend 
hours in poring over perplexing shop accounts and tattered rent-books, 
while counsel, solicitor, and suitors sit and look on with what patience 
they can command. And yet this same registrar has most extensive 
powers as a district registrar of the High Court, or as a registrar in 
bankruptcy, and it is absurd to impute to him lees competence in his county 
court capacity. Ican imagine, therefore, no good reason why he should not 
be permitted to dispose of many of the disputes which now occupy the time 
of the judge, to the hindrance of more important work. And r go a step 
further and suggest that judgment summonses might also with great 
advantage and perfect safety be dealt with by the registrar. These, of 
course, affect the liberty of the subject, and for thirty years this juri:dic- 
tion has been jealously confined to the judges. In my court there were 
about 500 of them per annum when I became registrar ten years ago, and 
they occupied the judgefor about an hour once a month. Last year they 
numbered close upon 4,000, and the hearing of them now sbsorbs one 
whole day per month, sometimes two. The conclusion is irresistible. A 
judgment summons has now become only a part of our machinery for 
collecting debts. The liberty of the subject is rarely affected, and it is 
quite as eafe in the hands of an average registrar as it is in the hands of 
a borough justice of the peace.”’ 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rots or ReoreTears 1x ATTENDANCE OF 





Date Euercescy Aprpxat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
* TA. No. 2. Kexewics. Braux. 
Monday, March...... .17 Mr. Carrington Mr. King Mr, Pemberton Mr, Greswell 
J 18 Greswell Church Jackson W. Leach 
W. Leach King Pemberton Greswell 
Church Jackson W. Leach 
Jackson King Pemberton Greswell 
Pembeiton Church Jackson W. Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Farwe.u. Buck.ey. Joycr, Swisres Eapy, 
Mr. Beal Mr. Farmer Mr. Pugh Mr. R. Leach 
RI Carri Beal 
= Se = 
; ‘arti ‘armer 
Beal Farmer Pugh Church 
R. Leach Godfrey Carrington King 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
8ALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


March 18.—Mewrs, Drrexnax, Tewsos, Faruen, & Beroozwaren, at the Mart, at 2-— 
3) apd 52. Goewe'l-road, shop and other Premises; let on leases at rentals amounting 
to £270 per _ annum. Selicitors, Mesers. Boulton, Sons, & Sandeman, Lonéon.— 
Sterstham Hill: Two Family Residences, each with la*ge garden and detached 
stablicg. near Streath wm-hill iiway Btatim ; let om lexse at rentals of £140 and 
£160 66. yrrarnum. §& H#icitors, Mesers Ford, Lioyd, London. 
(Bee sdvertisements, Marc. 6, p. 5) 

March 18 —Wesers. Davin Buexert & Co., at the Mast. at 2:—South Kensinat:n: Six 

ca Town Resid &, known as Wos. 10, 11, 36, 38, 43 and 66, ea eee 
fitted with all motern conver iences and in excellent state of ir. Bolicitor, € en 

Myime Herker, , Lordm—#toke Newingtm: A Family Besidence. 

wah stabliog, ard u'iful grcucds of nesrly one acre. 

Osborn, London. - Cler 


’ ⸗ 





Solicitors, Mesars. Orborn & 
: os —— Houe 2* Attnrave-strect, — 
quare renta) value ; lense 13} years unex . Bolicitors, Messrs. Wynne- 
Baxter & Keeble, London.—Three Puts of Pre hoid Building Land pear Dartford. 


(See af 
Masch 19.—Ueceers. Panerscrien, Exiis, Eorerox, Bexacu, Garewortuy, & Co., at the 
Mast, st 2:—A Freehold Ground Kent of £20) per annum, arising out of extensive 
Masufecturing —— valoab'e position on the Al 
to Vauxzhe!l-ty idg- with to the rack-rent in 1963. Solicitors, Messrs. Brown, 
Ringrose, & Lightbody, Lon4on. ertisement, March 6, p. 6 ) 
Masch 19.—Merrs. H. BE. Youren & Craxrieiy, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. :—Icawhold 
Premises im the City of Lonéon. value £160 ver annem , Mesers. Barris 
& Chrthem, London. —Lesseholt Shops and Houses at Kingsland and Boxton. 
Soliettor, H Meer, Ee;., Lontos.—Freehold and Copybola P: 
Sclicitorr, Mesars, Peacock & Goddarl, Lonéon.—City of Weet 
mantiog Buildings known 0s the Army ané Mavy Monsions in V with 
of pemly 40550 per comme. Bost . Ney, Moreton, & Clowes, 
Lewin, (Ser a/ verticements, this week, back page.) 


March 20.—-Messrs, H. E. Foster & Cuawrix.p, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. :— 


REVERSIONS: 

To of a Trust Estate in De Beers Mines, &c., value £2'3,149; lady 
aged 70. Sol'citors, Messrs Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, Londo». 

To Two-thirty-thirds of £2 000 in Consols and £12 000, also in Consols ladies aged 
80 and 60. Solicitor, G. E. Uarpenter, Esq., London. _ 

To One-eighteenth of a Trust Estate value £3,000, &c. (see particulars); gentlemen 
aged 48. Solicitor, J. W. 8S, Heslop, Esq, Castle 

To One-fifth of a Freehold House let at £250 per annum; lady 57, Also 
—— lars). Solicitors, Mesaru. Campbell, Beeves, 


ooper, Lon 
To €1,692 on Mortgage; lady aged 79. Solicitor, F, A. Chinner, Esq., London. 


POLTOI@S : Por £1,000, £1,000, £500, £500, £400, £200, £200, £100. olicitors, M>ssrs 
e, 0 J ‘ 
SHARES, &c : 


.’ Messrs. Mossop & Rolfe, and Jame: Mack, Esq , London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 

Mesars. C, C. & T. Moonx sold, at the Mart, on Thuraday Jast, a Freehol1 Building Site 
in Bear Southwark. 26,100; Freehold Factory and Land im Bsoomfield-stree’, 
Poplar, €1,875; a Fre-hold Site and Buildings in Furze-street, Bromle;-by-Bow, €2.200; 
Leasehold Lemay bag Speke-road, Battersea, £400 ; some Freehold Stabling in Devonshire- 
—— London Fields, £710; 48 and 50, Mornington-road, Wanstead, £625; and four Fre: 

olds in Candy-street, Old Ford, £1,240. £13,960, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, March 7, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitrep 1s Cuancery. 

Ayeuicay Cavracn Macazine Co, Luurep (1x Lirquipation)—Oreditors are required, on 
or before April 15, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
— > A. B, Cawdron, 54, Faubourg St Honor‘, Paris. Dixon & Co, solora to the 
liquidator : 

— AMALGAMATED or Western AvsTratia, Limitap —Petn for voluntary wind- 
ing up, presented March 3, directed to be heard March 20. Boaler & Co, 26, Tharlow st, 
Walworth. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock n 
the afternoon of March 19 

Leicester Tramways Co, Limirep—Creditors are requested, on or before April 22, to 
send their names and addresses, and the culars of theie debts or claims, to Harry 

Gee, Knighton Frith, Leicestr. Wright & Son, Leicester, solora to the 


LiverPoot Tosacco Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 7, t» send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Simon 

Jude, 10, Cook st, Liverpool. Bremner & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 

Nawcastie Cuiruno Snort Co, Linirep — are required, on or before Apvil 15, to 
send their nsmes and sddresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Uharles 
Humblr, 12, West st, Gateshead. Swinburne. Gateshead, solor to liquidators 

New Zeauanp Mingeais Co, Limitep —Creiitors are required, on or before April 17, to 
send their names and addresses, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin 
Robert Tasman. 8, Laurence Pountney h Neish & Co, W: st, solors to liquidator 

Nogrs-Easters TeLernons Co, Luatep—Creditors are required, on or before april 15, 
to send their ames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles Humble, 12, West st, Gateshead. Swinburne, Gateshead, solor to liquidator 

Witsox & Wusox, Lonrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their de >ts or claims, 
to Arthur John Wilson, 25, Hagley rd, Edgbaston, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luourzp m Cuancery. od 
B. Eusiry & Sons, Linirep —Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to send ir 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Butterfleld, 
70, North st, Keighley. Dewhirst, Keighley, solor for liquidator 
Britise Cotuiertes SyxpicaTs, Limtren —Petn for winding up, presented March 7, 
directed to be heard March 2), Skipper & Tucker. 8, Warwick ct, Gray's ion, solors 
for the Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later thin 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of March 19 
Devicoiam Estates Co, Liarep—Petn for winding up, presented March 10, directed 
heard March 20 Sanderson & Co, 46, Queen Victoria st, solors for the petmers, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clcck in the 
afternoon of March 19. : 
Orrox (Botiyia) Rosser Co, Liniren—Petn for winding up, presented March 7, directed 
to be heard March 20. Stoneham & Sons. 150, Fenchurch st, solors for the petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of March 19 
Srocxrow Tusatee Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or tefore March 29, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Brown, 
Stockton on Tees 
To-Lay Pustisninc Syxpicate (Limirzp)—Petm for winding up, presented March 8, 
directed to be heard March 20. Pieseo & Son, 15, Old Jewry chmbre, eolors for the 


— Notice —— must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock on 
afternoon of 19 
Usirep Crus Herne Bay ances Seine are required, on or before April 21, to 


pames and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Warren Gibbs-Philpot, 61, William st, Herne Bay, Kent. Jones & Hamp, Herae Bay, 
solors to the liquidator 








Wasnino to Inrenvinc Hovse Puncuasens ann Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For terms “pply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Kxtablished 
27 years. ‘Telegrams: Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr. } 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Crain. 
London Gazette. —Turavay, March 4. 
Conory, Emma, —— — VSV sSopt 3) Graham v Capron, Kekewich and 
A 


JJ Capron, Ba Conduit st 
J Swansea, 8 * 4 John Haig & Oo, Limited v 


Licensed Victualler 
Rearden, Buckley,J John William Evans, 


London Gasette,~Fuivay, March 7. 


B A How. Nightingale In, Cla Common, Bolicitor Apill 7 
How Wiuisldnny Hares Byrne, 2 alge stuart Boed, Norfolk wt, Bizand 
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| — Mepesese um, jderheteonn Yarwell 3 le4 fm ee ‘ 











vy 
— 
— 


Wu. 








02. 





dies aged 
entlemen 


57. Also 
_B eves, 


ondon. 
» Messrs, 


London. 


ting Site 
l-stree’, 
2 200 : 

onshire. 

ar Fres 


ired, on 
lebts or 


| to the 


y wind- 
‘low st, 
lock n 


| 22, to 
Harry 
to the 


end in 
Simon 


| 15, to 
ha rles 


17, to 
Edwin 
idator 
il 16, 
ns, to 
tor 
before 
laims, 


their 
rfleld, 
ch 7, 
lors 
isn 6 


ners, 
| the 


acted 


tner. 
fter- 


WD, 
h 8, 


; on 


re 4 
say, 


ure 


nd 


it~ 
















March 15, 1902, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 46.} 345 








— 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, March 11. 
Causzy, Many Exren, Hardy st, Wigan April1l1 Beattie v Beattie, Registrar, Liverpool 
* Johnson, King st, Wigan 


Weuvss, Hannierre Leiria, — Aberystwith April7 Jones v Jones, Byrne, J 
Hammond, Queen Victoria et 

Vuaaaus, Rey Witt1am Vewasies, Liandrillo yn Rhos, Denbigh April7 Williams v 
Williams, Byrne, J Amphiets, Col wyn Bay 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Feb. 21. 
Avett, Grorcz Epuunp, Grafton Manor, Worcester March 31 Southall & Co, 
‘Worcester 
Auper, Frrpgnicx James, Bristol, Auctioneer April10 Benson & Co, Bristol 
ALEXANDER, Fraxces, Streatham March 81 Stuttaford, 8t Helen’s pl 
¥ BROSE Fovan, View auriti March 29 & 
— a ROS: . s, M jus, Merchant Armitage 
Ayscompe, Witt1am Hevyey, 22 and Exizasetn Awnscomss, Chelsea March 20 
Scatliffe & & Gray, Lancaster pl 
Beckett, Witt14m Henny, Chelmsford April1i Hilliard, Chelmsford 
Be.cnen, Janz, Hampstead March 31 Morse & Oo, Walbrook 
Brooxina, Ex.ey, Brixham, Devon March 20 Price, John st, Gray’s inn 
Brown, Mania, Islington March 31 Mary Ann Stoneham, Thames st, Windsor 
Curr, ANNA Manta, Peckham May 20 East, Basinghall st 
Couzs, Tuomas Epcuitt, Bath March 31 Meade-King & Son, Bristol 
Couman, Freperickx Cuaries, Kew March 20 Drake & Oo, Rood in 
Coorg, JANE, Harrogate Marchi Gill, Knaresborough 
Coorrr, Any, Camberwell March 29 Marsden & Son, Gt St Thomas Apostle 
Dank, Isanevia, Harrogate March 20 Gill, Knaresborough 
Deaye, Miriam, Caversham, Oxford Aprill H & C Collins, Reading 
Densaire, Gzonce Henry, Mountst March 23 Quayle & Ouvry, Arundel st 
Bram, Bowens Rerp, Brondesbary, Ship Insurance Agent March 25 W & W Stocken, 
e 


Evans, Witu1am, Manchester, Machinist April5 Ohapman & Co, Manchester 

Feit, Matitpa, Warwick st, Eccleston sq March 381 Bloxam & Oo, Linooln’s inn fields 
Fisipinc, Manta, Stalybridge March 24 Simister, Stalybridge 

Franks, Joux, Leeds March 28 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Farxe, Hesrer, Fisbponds, Bristol April5 Spofforth, Bristol 

po Se Simson, Great Horkesley, Essex, Farmer April Beaumont & Son, 


Guirrix, Tuomas, Kineton, Warwick, Ironmonger March 29 Handley & Co, Warwick 
Guxy, Janez, Bethnal Green rd, Corm Merchent March 21 Chapman, 
Station chmbrs 


Hamitton, Rey ALexanpEn, DD, Brighton March 31 Eggar, Brighton 

Harpy, Lyp1a, Marden, Kent March18 Vandercom & Co, Bush ln 

HarscueKx, Morirz Pavt, Patney March 31 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 

Hay ock, James, Hackney, Cigar Maker March 20 Dowse, Kingsland rd 

—_- — Argyll st, Regent st, Diamond Merchant March 23 Holt, Argyll pl, 
en 


Heanne, Wiii1am, Amersham, Bucks, Butcher March 31 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Heyson, Henpent, Ilkeston, Licensed Victualler March? Thorpe, Ilkeston 

Heasine, WittiaM Antuony, Chertsey March 19 Paine & Brettell, Chertesy 

Hiason, James, Hanley Feb 28 Bullock, Hanley 

Hour, Cuarves, Rochdale, Furniture Dealer March 20 Niles & Thompson Rochdale 
Hours, Evizasatas, Harrogate April 1 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Horcumsox, Tuomas, Nottingham, Builder March 22 Warren & Allen, Nottingham 
Janvis, Samuet Soame, Cromer, Painter March 15 Keith, Cromer 

Jæatuæv, Joux, Harlesden March 20 Carr, Gt Tower st 

*3 2 the Hon Srzycer Arurox, Steventon, Berks March 21 Hasties, Li coln’s inn 


Jupex, Puitir, Islington April1 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Krirn, Freperick Taomas, Folkestone March 15 Keith, Norwich 

Kexsrt, Gronas, Bickley, Kent April 80 Watson, jun, Chancery ln 

Kent, Antuvur, Chippenham, Cambridge, Farmer March 18 Bendall, Newmarket 

Kyoor, Baron Witnetm Voy, Manchester April 4 Wilson & Co, Manchester 

La Morrs, Carno.ive Jenerra, Bournemouth March?4 Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 

Lawton, Eruram, Mile Bnd rd March 25 Rutland, Chancery ln 

Lean, On.anpo Wruxiam, Liscard, Paint Manufacturer March? Radd, Liverpool 

McLe.iay, Samvet, Leigh, Lancs, Clothier March 19 Gilroy & Speakman, Leigh 

Macnacurey, Stewart Maxwavi, Brighton March 17 Doyle, Lincoln's ion fields 

Mansow, Tuomas Fiss, Ashstead, Surrey April 12 Marsoo & Co, Southwark Bridge rd 

Masrze, Rev Oswa.v, Chepstow, Monmouth March 81 Lowe & Co, Temple gdos 

Mxapen, Jans, Colombo, Ceylon March 18 Hopgoods & Dowaon, Spring gins 

Monnis, Buizavetu, Swansea Aprill Taylor, Swanssa 

Naver, Epowarp, Wednesbury March 24 Stockdale, Wednesbury 

Newron, Dovoras Jonx, Dorkiog, Notary Pab ico March 81 Murray & Oo, Birchin In 

Ouiver, Anruun, Wrestlingworth, Beds, Farmer March 18 Ginn & Matthey, 
Cambridge 


Pacr, Simon, Darsham, Suffolk, Yeoman April5 Mullens, Halesworth 

Patyreeman, Tuomas, Kaaresborough, Farmer March 16 Gill, Kaaresborough 

Pance, Louisa Euizanern, Hyde Park March 25 Tylee & Co, Kesex st, oe 

Puce, Anruur, Warwick 14, Paddington March 24 Lt St ‘8 oq. Paddington 

Rato *8 %, WILLIAM, Overtown Cliviger, nr Buraley, Shopkeeper 28 Bager & Co, 

odmorden 

Biank, Evizanern Faances, Bletcheley, Bucka March 21 Reader & Co, rye 

——— u, London County Asylum, Coney Hatch May 20 East, 
L 

Brexcen, 8anan, Bicton Heath, nr Shrewsbury gee Preston 

Bwate, Sir Jamra, Budtarlington, ar Knaresboro é se & Son, Harrogate 

Tayion, Cnant R Derby, Licensed Victu Glossop 


Tuomas, Joun, March 2 ae A 
Trirrox, Rowenr, Folkestone 


Turner, Tuomas E Canonbu ed te bs hutland, —— In 
Noaeden arch Pierron, 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Feb. 25. 
Asuwonrs, Joux Taomas, Oldham, Mill Eogineer March 20 Garside, Oldham 
Bara, Joux, Brampton, Derby April 5 Wightman & Parker, Sheffield 
Boutrenr, Jann, Leicester March 24 Neale, Leicester 
Brooxsorr, Witt14M, Holloway April18 Sugden & Harford, Ironmonger ln 
Curistornes, Hewny, Broadmayne, Dorset April1 Lock & Co, Dorchester 
Corzs, Tuomas Eponrit, Bath March 81 Meade-King & Son, Bristol 
Coons, Apatarss Foes Faasons Ssasms.s, Nowtagton Goose of April 5 Bt Barbe & Co, 


De Previtte, Mani, Formby, Lancs March 21 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Revenes, Ruas Wastes, Walia, Oxford March 31 Lee & Pemberton, Lincoln’s 


Fatcon, Janz, Birmingham March 31 Lee & Co, Birmingham 

es - — Mary Bors, Gloucester pl Apiil 12 Collyer-Bristow & Oo, 
row 

Fiercuer, Exizasets, Brighton March 24 Mirams & Son, Brighton 

Gam, tomy, Caters, nr Wolverhampton, Farmer April 3) Holdens & Cannon, 


Hatt, Joux, Hyde Park March 31 Lee & Pemberton, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Hespey, Buizasers, Bridge Hewick, nr Ripon, Yorks April1 Wise & 8on, Ripon 
Hour, Cuanves, Rochdale, Furniture Dealer March 2) Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Jovxus, Cassannga, Gravesend April3 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Kenrick, Groscs, Nottingham March 12 Parr & Butler, Nottingham 

Kuw.ey, Tuomas, Sheffield April16 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 

Mason, Groner, Brightoa March 24 Mirams & Son, Brighton 

Mansu, Exma, Barnsbury April7 E & J Mote, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Mawpestey, Joux, Longport, Stafford, Commercial Traveller March 25 Boulton, 


Mercuri, Burza, Petersham Aprilis Sugden & Harford, Ironmonger la 

Monnis, Baucus, Marple, Chester, Farmer March 17 Bostock, Hyde 

Newrox, Mary Ax» Arxixs, Clewer, Becks March 81 Durnford & Gale, Windsor 
Nicsouis, Cuaries, New Barnet, Herts, Beerhouse Keeper March 31 Boyes & Son, 


— Susannau, Chesterfield, Cab Proprietress March 31 Shipton & Co, Chester- 


Pearcy, Many We.ven, Sudbury, Suffolk March 29 Button & Co, Covent garden 

Perry, Euwa Maniax, Upper Norwood April7 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 

Proxarp, Writiam, Wakefield April s Mason & Co, Wakefield 

Piacorr, Wii1am, St Helier, Jersey March $1 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 

Raven, Exvizasern Victoria, Wethersfield, Essex April 21 Ounnington & Co, 
Braintree, Easex 


— Penn, Gt Ryburgh, Norfolk, Merchant’s Manager March 29 Blyth, 

or’ 

Gonaen, Gaara March 31 Lea & Pem>erton, Lincoln's 
ian 8 

B.ixx, James Writiam, Holbrook, Eckington, Derby, Grocer March 11 Hopkins, 
Chesterfield 


Tuomas, Heyry Jous, Harley st April1 Stevens & Drayton, Queen Victoria st 

Tuomas, Moreax, Liantwit Major March 22 Miles, Cowbridge 

Tuoms, Anprew, Liverpool, Paper Dealer March 20 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

Vanner, Henny Tuonxrox, Clapton April 80 Sargeant, Bishopsgate st Within 

Warrrseap, Evwarp, Hyde, Chester March 25 Knowles, Hyde 

Wit14ms, Jon, Taibach, Glam, Grocer Ma:ch7 Evans, Port Talbot 

Witsox, James Hamitrox, Aigburth, Liverpool March 31 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

bees Wann, jun, Kingston upon Thames, Carman March 21 Burton & Son 
lackefriars 1 


London Gazette.—Furivax, Feb, 23, 

Axes, Hononta Buizasern, Cambridge, Saddler May1 R C & 8 Burros, Cambridge 
Apes, Mary Axxz, Tooting March 22 Hughes, Edgware rd 

asom, Srmox, Newbiggin by the Sea, Northumberland, Builder April 2 Webb, 


Axprnrson, Isanztua, Bugsworth, Derby April 12 Grainger, Manchester 
Anprrsox, Joun Tayton, Manchester, Stationer Aprill2 Grainger, Manchester 
Anprews, Jutta Munnay, Hatherleigh, Devon March 3i Lawman, Bideford 
Annowsurrs, Marrua, Villa Astley, Lancs April 30 Holdeos & Cannon, Bolton 
Baitey, Mansrretp Jonx, Norwich April 6 Barnard & Cross, Norwich 

Barry, Ciara, Liverpool March 31 Barker & Rogerson, Chester 

Baycey, Ricnanp Dayssy, Bath March 21 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring gins 
Bex., Epwix, Warminster, Wilts April 9 Hopwood & Sons, South sq. Gray's inn 
Bet, Vnaaax, Bradford, Stuff Merchant April Pearson, Bradford 

— ~~~ eee St Mary, Suffolk, Hotel Keeper March £5 D’Albani & 
ewar 

Bosweit, Wittiam, Salford March 25 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Buioos, Haxxan, Millom, Cumberland Aprill Butler & Son, Broughton in Furness 
Bxooxes, Larricr, Irlams o’ th’ Height, Lancs May 31 Walker & Co, Manches‘er 
Bavwett, Epwaap, Holt, Norfolt March 15 Brumell & Sample, Morgen 

Buuiock, Faaxcrs, Paddiagtow, Drager April 10 Slaughter & May, Austio Friars 
Burrix, Gonos, Alphamstone, Essex, Farmer March 12 Bates, Sadbary, Suffvik 
Carrix, Joux, JP, Chichester, Merchant Apcill Raper & Co, Chichester 

Cours, Epwarp Everest, Rochester, Stockbroker AprilS Basset & Boucher, Rochester 
Cuntirrs, Jou Bu.is, Kirkham, Lanes March 2 Finch & Uo, Preston 

Davis, G@xonos, Matlock Bank, Derby March 3i Potter, Matlock Bridge 

De Buacn, Wittiam Cuarmay, York AprilS EJ & A Peters, York 

Eruxaivos, Tuomas, Dudiey, Carrier March 19 Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 

Frouxa, Tsave oa, Lane Head, ar —* = 4 Thomson & —* Keadal 


* a, Groans, Dodworth, ar B pf mag heen Bheftield 
— tama —* ayer eae a ar ak of atus & Dedgn Batone! 


Farrar, Gonos, rae - 


Goopwi, — — 
— Bow sno, Iams 0! wh st, Lance, Wheelwright May 31 Walker & Qo, 


Bas, Witwiam, Leeds April 1 
1 Wilson & 
Eee beni ————  Ape20 Poster & On, 





Yrorp, Gronos ——— 
Vu⸗aon, Lewis, 
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Heaxox, Saver Ovrnam, Wybunbury, nr Nantwich April 12 Garrard & Co, 
Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
Hispzrt, Joan, Ashton under Lyne, Yeast Importer March 12 Pownall, Ashton uader 


Hu, James, Barnes, Builder April 10 Churchill, Essex st, Strand 

Horstey, Jonx, Sale April 11 Lawrence & Co, Manchester 

Inuixewortn, Gzorcr, Downham, nr Clitheroe, Lancs March 24 Rennison, Blackburn 
Lawton, Peter, Stoke on Trent, Baker April? Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Lars, Exiza, Rochdale April 11 Sale & Co, Manchester 

Lewis, Tuomas, Shrewsbury, Innkeeper March 18 Smallshaw & Roberts, Shrewsbury 
Lvwruuvx, CaTuenine Jaye, Bicton, Salop March 29 Hughes, Shrewsbury 
Masszy, Cuances Wiitiam, Liverpool, Merchant April s Bartley & Bird, Liverpool 
Mitrorp, Faxxy Ossatpestox, Chichester March 27 Brumell & Sample, Morpeth 
Mornisox, Euiiy, Reigate March 25 Morrisons & Nightingale, Reigate 

Nearz, Tromas, Nottingham, Auctioneer April 20 Watson & Co, Nottingham 


Oxrume, Wiiwiam Danien — Upper Norwood, Soliceitor Aay 1 Beal & Payne 
Budge row, Cannon 
Onn, Cuarvzs, Sheffield, — March 22 Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 


— Joux, Hawkhurst Court, nr Billinghurst March 25 Fox & Co, Victoria st, 


ster 
Owen, Jaye, Shrewsbury March 24 Stevens, Shrewsbury 
Parker, Rev Joux Pacer, Basingstoke March 29 Lord & Parker, Worcester 
Paxnsoxs, Matruew, Linslade, Bucks April3 Calcott, Leighton Buzzard, Beds 
Pezrsz, Toomas, MD, Brighton April 30 Linklater & Co, Walbrook 
N N 
ee Newcastle upon Tyne, Compositor April 5 Smirk, 
Piwper, 8anau Ann, Swinton, nr Rotherham March 24 Newman & Bond, Barnsley 
Pocsox, Joux, Erdington, pr Birmingham April 15 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
Scuwinp, Cuanies, Morley, Derby April1l Robotham & Co, Derby 
Scorr, Lyp1a Any, Gomersal, Yorks April12 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Sziiar, Davip Piexpesieatn, Prince’s gate March 31 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, 
Westminster 
Suzrrarp, Cartes, Southampton April 19 Paris & Co, Southampton 
Bnirrox, Mrs Axxa, 8t Leonard’s on Sea March 20 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bedford row 
Burru, Jonx, New Shoreham, Sussex, Licensed Victualler June 4 Dell, Brighton 
Srernens, Svsaxna, Cheltenham Aprilll Lee Smith, Coleman st 
Srewaet, Witi1am, Dorking March 31 Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Syxes, Joux, MD, Dcncaster Aprill Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 
Taytor, Ropgrt Wittiam, Woodford, Easex March 27 Holder & Wood, Cheapside 


eh Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester March 26 Barrow & Smith, 
r ter 


Tuonsorn, Hewry, Manchester, Estate Agent April80 Diggles & Ogden, Mancheeter 
Wasp, Hersenrt, Cottenham, Cambs, Gardener March 31 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Wituiass, Ricnarp, Tonypandy, Glam, Grocer March 25 Davies & Co, Pontypridd 
WinterixcHam, Evizapeta Axyz, Melton Mowbray March 29 Land & Foster, Halifax 
Waricat, James, Kiddermioster March 31 Powell & Browett, Birmingham 


Yousc. Davip Hitt, Upper Norwood, Colonial Merchant March 31 Travers & Co 
Throgmorton av 


London Gazette.—Tvuzspay, March 4, 
Avanmes, Many Ayxz, Southampton April7 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Apuiam, Wittiam Frepericx, Bengal, India March 31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 


Azustroxc, Jous, Skelton, Cumberland, Yeoman April9 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 
— * Long Buckby, Northampton, Farmer March 31 W F & W Willoughby, 
vi 


entry 
Bourox, Witiiam, Folkestone, Paper Merchant April6 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
— Exiza Manta Cuariorrz, Wallasey, Chester March 81 Norris & Sons, 


vi 

Buiuz.ow, Jaues, Bolton April 10 Finney & Fearnley, Bolton 
Canter, Evizavetu, Congleton Mayi Stringer, Sandbach, Chester 
Crank, Wittiam Ropent, Middleton, Bolicitor March 31 Clark & Co, Oldham 
Crarxe, Many Axx, Reading April5 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Daxsysninx, Many, Kersal, Lanca Aprill Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
Buixorn, Avexasper, Elisabeth Grange, Manchester, Merchant April 15 Addleshaw 

& Co, Manchester 
Gaz, Jauzs, Southampton April20 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ganrontn, Fraxx Atexasper, York April30 Trower & Co, New sq, Liucoln’s inn 
Gresox, Cano.iye, Reading April5 Mann & Mann, Reading 
Guaorr, Bicnanp, Sheffield, File Grinder April5 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
——— Wellington st, Strand, Costumier April 15 Roweliſfes & Co, 


row 
Gorvos, Hues Mackay, Eltham, Kent April19 Hughes & Co, Budge row 
Hawt, Exvizaperu CaTurnixe, Reading April 5 Brain & Brain, Reading 
— * —— Albany st, Regent’s park, Butter Merchant March 31 Gery, 


Hascezaves, Joszrn, Preaton, Engineer April8 Willan, Preston 

Hossox, Mancaret Awx, Leeds Aprill Beaumont & Co, Leeds 

Hurst, Marr, Stalybridge April4 Booth & Wilkinson, Ashton under Lyne 

Jersox, Hesny Joszru, Piccadilly March 31 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 

Joxzs, Wii1i1am Owzx, Much Wenloch, Shropshire, Chemist March 26 Harding, Eye, 


Saffolk 
Kemp, Jzsse, Biddenden, Kent, Farmer March 29 Philpott & Murton, Oranbrook, 


Kexxevr, Rosext Arexaxper, Manchester May 28 Withington & Co, Manchester 
Kzexwixe, Gronor, Upper Sydenbam, Printer April10 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger In 
Lavertox, Gzorcisa, Southampton March29 Hoberts & Co, Weymouth 

Lepever, Witi1am, Bromegrove Arril 30 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Lez Extex, Belper April15 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Lixpszs, Axx. Wandsworth Common April 11 Collisson & Co, Bedford row 
Mazesier, Gronce Hewny, Maida Vale Aprill5 Dennie & Oo, Bloomsbury sq 
Masox, Lovisa, Southampton Mayi Hallett & Martin, Southampton 

Marzanv, Bexarerts Avovsta Lovisa, Plymouth March 31 Ashford, Plymouth 
Maxex. Av exasper Eves, Alderney st, Pimlico April7 Bye & Eyres, Golden sq 
——— & Helens, Lancs, Commission Agent March 14 Swift & Garner, 


Mitis, Hassan, Oldham April? Bradbury, Oldham 
Muss, eng —— Castle Bromwich, nr Birmingham, Timber Merchant April 15 


Orzxsuaw, by Guzexuow » — Iton le Fylde, Lancs March 24 Ballantyne, Lytham, 








Puituirs, Hewny, Hamilton ter, Regent’s Park May1 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury aq 
Port, Freprxicx Fors, Tranmere, Birkenhead, Chemist Aprill Newman, Liverpool 
Riasy, Saran, Altrincham April10 Rigby, Manchester 

Sayce, Sanau, Aleester, Warwick March 31 Tunbridge, Redditch 

Sueansow, James, Liverpool March 13 Penketh & Co, Liverpool 

Swax, —— Le aed Arkin, Fiddington Rectory, Somerset April 10 Blunt & ©), 


Tsomsox, Wiiiiam Srepuex, Fobbi Rectory, Essex April 10 Blunt & © 
Gresham st j * 


Topp, Puesx Kervran, Forest Hill April15 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 
Vives, Susannau, Kensington April15 Ellis & Co, Basioghall st 
Wacker, Cuanies James, Hove April 15 Emme? & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Witson, Frances Mary, Scarborough April Wilson & Sons, Salisbur7 


London Gazette.—Faipay, March 7. 
Appieyarp, Atice Axx, Dewsbury April12 Barber & Oliver, Brighouse 
Aspey, Joszrn, Warrington April 19 Longland, Warrington 
Axrg.., Tuomas, Oxford, Builder April10 Hazell & Baines, Oxford 
Baxzina, James Drummond, Paris April 12 Tomlin & Chitty, Old Burlington st 
Bixys, Joszru, Huddersfield, Rope Merchant April3 Sykes, Huddersfield 
Buiacxsugyg, Exvizasetu Caariotre, West Kirby, Chester March 31 Brooks & Qa 
imen et, Doctor’s Commons 

Boop. —— Harriscahead, Staffs, Colliery Proprietor April 6 Sherrat’ & Nelson, 

sgrove, 
Briaas, — i April12 Ayrton, Leads 
Brown, Antuony, Beckenham April19 Aston, Gresham House, 0]d Broad st 
Browne, Harriet Louisa, Ealing April 21 Philpott, Bartholomew close 
Burrvr, Wit.14m, Brixton April18 Wild & Wild, Lawrence In, Cheapside 
Carpenter, Wit.1am, Melksham, Wilts April16 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Cosy, Frances Anna, Fynone, Pembroke April11 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 
Co.iins, Rev Witu14m Heyer, York April&S Dent & Scruton, York 


CRAWronD, prea Tay or, Deptford, Carpenter April 4 Avery & Wolverson, New 


Darratl, James Ropegt, Handsworth April10 Pointon, Birmingham 
DE — Canouine Dora, Sarnis, Lambton, Canada April 15 Winter & (, 


row 
Dick, Cotix Eocuxs, Colchester April 5 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Forp, Witt1am Witsragam, Bromley, Barrister at Law March 31 Bowen & Symes, 


Forvos, Jes, Pickering, Yorks, Farmer April7 Kitching, Pickering 

Gipson, Cano.ine, Reading April5 Brain & Brain, Reading 

GreEenwoop, Awne Exizanetn, Lancaster April4 Belfrage & Co, John st, Bedford row 
HARWAR, Witu1am Heyny, Chancery In, Law Stationer April 16 Williams, Finsbury 


Hawoetn, James, Reddish, nr Stockport March 21 Sutcliffe, Darwen 
Hewitt, Frances, Wraysbury, Bucks April2 Hewitt, Staines 


Hirt, Wit11am Henry, Praed st, Paddington, Watchmaker April 30 Rooke & Som, 
neoin’s inn flelds 
Ho tt, Cuanzzs, Yeovil, Ironmonger March 31 HS & 8 Watts, Yeovil 


Horonrnson, Isaperta, Carlton st, Kentish Town April 30 Taylor & Taylor, New 
Broad st 


James, Tuomas, Penarth,Glam March19 Shirley & Sons, Cardiff 

Kitwgr, Mary Any, Loughborough April 23 Slater, Loughborough 

Lewnry, Susay, Falmouth April15 Gardiner, Lincoln's inn fields 

Lorxry, Louisa Canouinge, Wandsworth April19 Selim, Mincing In 

LoxD, ALFRED, Chertsey, Surrey May 4 Bird & Eldridges, Gt James st, Bedford row 


MacMuxw, Epwarp ALExanper Srxciair, Charing Cross Hotel, Strand April5 Russel 
& Co, Norfol& st, Strand 
MA.uiNson, Tuomas, Huddersfield, Cloth Finisher April3 Sykes, Huddersfield 


Mason, Aunz, Ashton under Lyne April3 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 
Mipp.etox, Kenyera, Southampton row April1l Donaldson, Bedford row 
Morcas, Anniz Magia, Harrogate April 30 Rooke & Sons, Lincola’s inn fields 
Morret, Naruay, Liverpool April 15 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Newmay, Frepeeic, Fareham, Harts April14 Sowton & Co, Chichester 

Nicot, Joun, Liverpool April 12 Glover, Liverpool 

Paversonrg, Sanau, Gedling, Notts March 22 Rothera & Son, Nottingham 
Patuirs, Ann Exizasers, Guildford April10 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery In 
Pai.iirs, Henay, Kempsey, Worces‘er April 26 Phillips, Liverpool 

Paice, Rev Witt1am, Charlbury, Oxford April5 Morrell & Co, Oxford 

Ritey, Rosext, Rochdale, Weaver April1l Chadwick, Rochdale 

Suzewoop, Witi1am, Long Whatton, Leicester April5 Slater, Loughborough 
Sxixwer, Francis, Cheltenham April16 Billings, Cheltenham 

SovrHatt, Saran, Edgbaston, Birmingham April 20 Jobnsons & Co, Birmingham 
— James Epuuxb, Forest hill, Licensed Victualler March 81 Watson, Fiasbury 


———— Exizaveru Anna, Littlehampton April4 Johnson & Son, Midhurst 
Tayior, Rev Canon Isaac, Malton, Yorks April 20 Ridge, Malton 

TuorwniLi, Axx, Walsall March 31 C & 8 Loxton, Walsall 

Toruam, Hexry, Derby April 8 Moody & Woolley, Derby 

Travis, Wii114m, Hipperholme, Yorks, Plumber March 31 Boocock, Halifax 
Turyer, Jonw Faaxx, Highbury New Park March 81 Rutland, Chancery In 
Vaouiaxo, Pawacut Atuaxasrus, Bayswater, Merchant April 21 Hollams & Co, 


me 
Warp, Spwakrp, Liverpool April7 Picton, Liverpool 
Warp, Micnar., Awx Wanp, Jonny Wanp, Apranam Ware, and Sanau Ann Leases, 
blebury, Hednesford, Staffs March 3: Bul, Wi 
Wartsox, Haptizy, Stacksteads, Lancs, Cashier March 27 Knowles & Th smpsos, 
Wate: f ot, nr Manche · ter 
Weenneet, J Kpwagp Davip Paovis Waldemar mans, Waldemar ay April6 Russell & 
Co, Nurfol& st, Strand 


Wiiveors, Faepenicx, Brighton, Surgeon May1 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedfowl row 
Wituiams, Mantua, Swansea March i7 Collins & Woods, Swansea 

Wii1sams, Tuomas, Liverpool May1 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

WVaiduxr, Lucy, Huddersfield April7 Brook & Co, Huddersfield 
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ALLEN, yo Birkdale April 22 Dixon & 
Apps, y Francis, 


AMPBELL, WILLIAM, Hampstead Ballan’ 
= LIZA, Laverpool April re ar 
Cox, SAMUEL, d, Somerset, Stationer 





row 
Fins, bmg — Wix.14m, Preston next Faversham, Kent, Auctioneer April 26 Tassell & 


ersham 
Forv, Epwarp Onstow, RA, 8t John’s Wood April 


’ Fins 
Frost, 
Bon, Cai 


— Paszem, Wentworth, I of Ely, Cambridge, Farmer May6é Ginn & Matthew, 


ge 
Hatt, Avert. Plimsoll st, Mariner April8 Vinter, 


» JOHN Henry Thorp ori Wa , Dewsbury 
HAs. I Lees, Y Marc 


Hawwaroxp, Grace, 

Henpenson, Gzonee, B 

Hestop, Antoun, Wavertree, Liverpool, 
Liverpool 


, Totnes April 9 
2, Cornwall April 8 Peth: 
Meat Salesm1n's 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Tunspay, March 4. 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Sravens, Sipwey Macxenziz, Bexhill, Sussex, ver 
Adjud Jan 21,1897 Annul Feb ; 
Cuarman, OMAB, am Heath, Kent Maidstone 
Adjud Nov 29, i901 Annul feb 26, 1902 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axyan, Newrox Tuomas, Gainsborough, Lincs, Hay 
— Lincoln Pet March 4 Ord ‘March 4 
A88, ALTER IMBEL Bangor, Time! ee Bangor 
Bratt March 1 Ord March 1 sain - 
rxzy, Isapetta, Chapel en le Frith, Licensed. 
Victualler Stockport Pet March 4 Ord 4 
Berrs, Witu1am, New [Brompton, Butcher Rochester 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
Biaxp, Hanry, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Feb 20 
ve... RH, Y. k, Boot Dealer York Pet Feb 
WKE or! 20 
Ord ‘March's . 
. Grocer 8 Pet March 3 
BaownixG, Gzorcz, Gt Central Hotel, Maryleboneird hb 
Court’ Pet Feb 10 Ord March 4 on 


Buacuerr, og J ——— VWVuaaau, — ee = 
— —— —— Lines, Carpenter Boston Pet 
Coon, Anrat'y Devonshire st, Mile End, Jobmaster 
Corpizy, RosErr Goart "Pet san i Ady +m Barnsley 
en, Leeee —— 
— a Ey a — y Leeds Pet 
— Laat, General Dealer Leeds 
— Wet Merchant Not- 
——— Seam — a Pet March é 
Ord March 4 


Manipa, Hexey, Oolemenst, Financial Agent High Court 





Buisco, Partur, 8 
Ord March 8 


NGTON, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Drysalter New- 
on Tyne ' Pet Feb 17 Ord March, 3 
Henry, Zaune, Resond, Stroud, ic⸗ Draper Gloucester Pet 


om ~ Resane —— 227 Leeds, Painter Leeds 


Jonzs, Sy i spol sAdclen, Carnarvon, Quarry- 
man Portmadoc "Pet March 3 "Ora Mares 3 


Kennepy, M * i 
7 Ait yLEs Brice, Cheapside High Court Pet Feb 


Lampovnne, Marx, Oxford, 
a Oxford’ Men Ee March 6 —— 
vert. Joszrn 8 Orlekiade, Solicitor 
* —2* Pet March 8° Ord March —_ 
DaL ouw Freon, John st, Hedford Solicitor 
High Gourt Pet Feb if Ort Moonee" 


McKwiout, Jams, Black! 
burn bes Masha burn, Draper's Assistant Black- 


ee Joux, 
me at Masa e Walthamstow, Fi | High Court 
gurut, Henezar Lion, Old Kent rd High Oourt 


London Gasette.—Turspay, March 11. 
Linnell, Manchoster 
Brabourne Lees, Kent, Grocer April 1 Hallett & Co, Ashford 


Leadenhall st 


‘ones, Liverpool 
Aprill Joyce & & Oo, Minehead 
Dyson, Gzonce, Wakefield, Wheelwright April1S Mason & Co, Wakefield 


Epwarps, Epwin, Streatham Common April10 Edwards 
‘Huwny Unwix, Newcastle u Tyne, Marine 
— oan Siliday, North Shields pon 


“me. Bicnarp Spzarman Epwanrp, Trebovir rd, Harl’s Court April10 Evans & Co, 
Theobalds rd. lord 


——— Brinkley, Cambridge, Rate Collector March 25 Whitehead & 


Hirst, Joux Briurerox, Leeds 


Lockey, Cuanes, Hastings 


17 Emanuel & Simmonds, 


Swarsrick, Joux, Poulton le 


April 18 Smith, 











Svesens, Semen, Been, Tripe Dealer Bolton Pet Feb 


J. , and Giapyey Verp: Owen, Man- 
Pass, Josern James, an # — — 


Ord Mirch 5 
PEARSALL, — Lp nae Hill, Architect High Court 
Pet March 8 Ord 


RRY, WILLIAM pot Brighton, Professcr of Music 
March 5 


ton Ord March 5 
Poston, Joux, Welshpool, , Boot Maker 
Newtown Pet Feb 15 Ord March 4 
Pare, Aariun ——— Somerset, Farmer Frome 
Pyart, ALEXANDER 35 Sven Sisters rd, Ly ae 
Hatter High Court Pet March 4 aa 
Reporave, Jonny Hervey, Regent Regent 
Ele Engineer High Court weet "Feb 8 Ord 


ton, Oxford, Solicitor 
Roperts, ty Groeslon. ll Builder Bangor 
Pet af Ord March 8 


Ronisson, Jer J ~+di Tuomas. Tabernacie re Victu- 
High Court Pet Febi1 Ord *harch 3 


eum ——— Loy Leicester, Builder 

Lelcester ret March 4 Ord Sed miarch 4 

Sxinwzn, Tou —— Burslem, Staffs, Hairdresser Hanley 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

WVurrerex, Hersert, Halifax, Innkeeper Halifax Pet 
March 8 Ord March 

WIti1ams, — ee Aberystwyth, Builder 


19 Ord March 3 
ILLIAM, Coal Dealer Portmadoc 
28 Ord Feb 28 


Bigpsn, Witu1am Atrrwoop, 
Oxford Pet Feb 24 Ord 


WIiiiams, 
Pet Feb 


wie — ——— Fezpraick, East Walton, Norfolk, Dealer 
King’s Lynn Pet March 4 OM Make 
Ww Hare upon Hull, Watchmaker Kings- 
ton upon Hull ‘Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Woo — Milton next nent ee Kent, Grocer 
Rochester "Pet Feb 15 Ord March 3 
——— vw ay Notts, Grocer Nottingham 


Aeneniel neti eiited Re foot weal te Ge 
London Gazette of Jan 2 


Agruvr, Olaverton st, Pimlico, Author Croy- 


Ona UR, 
Dec2i Ord Jan 14 


don 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Mi.pnsaazp, Anse Isasetta, Cheltenham May 1 
Hitpesranxp General Cuanies Payee, Cheltenham May 1 Winterbothams & Gurney, 
Cheltenham 


Lari, E.izasera, Haughley, Suffolk, Housekeeper 


Winterbothaas & Gurney, 


yt Milner, Leeds 
May i Oreeke & 8 ms, Burnley 
pril15 Gerdon & Co, Bradford 
& Oo, Baston upon Huaber 
Publican —— Godfrey & Co, Halifax 


Keys, Lawrzenos, British st, Bow rl April 22 Le Voi, Palmerston bldgs 


Brappy, Rev Cuarces, Cheltenham April9 Barengey, Cheltenham Horeate, Caruenrtye. Burnley 

Buuvos, 8anan, Bury April12 Howarth, Day Ho.eats, Jae, Burnley May1 Creke & 

Brows, oer = = les , Seaham, Durham, Civil Engineer April1? Brown, New sq, —— Jouy Wnasen, i te orks, * A 
Li UBD, Mary, Ulee y, May 

UCKLEY, Hanniet, Manchester, Confectioner its" Youden Vi & Oo, Manchester Sheffi 

mea Jauns, Manchester, Coal Dealer April 10 Aa Manchester Jackson, AaTHUR, eld, 

Buax, The Ven Archdeacon Wituiam Pina, orwich Clements & Co, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st 


April 10 Bankes & Co, 


April 18 Davenport & Co, Hastings 


O'Meuia, Rev Frepenicx, North Stoke, Somerset May9 P»ynton, Bristol 
Main, Sterne, Loughborough, Builder May2 C W & F H Toone, Loughborough 
Marcn-Purturrrs, Wittiam Faepericx, Cheltenham April 18 Winterbothams & 


Marsa, Gzonae Henry, Dorrington, Salop March 31 Morgan, Shrewsbury 
—— Euizapers, Blackheath Apri! 20 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Victoria 


Peck, G@zoncs, Carlton, nr Nottingham April 80 Cox, Nottingham 
Pioxerixc, Rocer, Rochdale, Mill Furnisher March 31 Chell, Bury 
Roserts, Francis Joux, Eastbourne, Cab Proprietor April 11 


rae 
Suxuvox, Joux Hewry, Chorlton upon Medlock, Merchant April 19 Claye & Son, 


M 
Surra, Anwiz ELLEN, Brook Hall Chappel, 
Sumysz, Jon», Ormskirk *8 1 Parr 


Champion & Co, per 


7: April 25 Freeman, Leyton 
Fylde April 10 "Swarbrick, Poulton le Fylde 


me Epcaz, Bromley Common, Printer April? Braby & Macdonald, Arundel 


W . Francis, Bowral, New South Wales May 10 Beh 8 Se, Coes Peatiy 
Wurrexn>, ALExaxpen, Boltoa, Beerseller April 4 4 Russell & Russell, Bolton 


Sheffield, Joiner March 4 ati? Off 

Onoss, as Samproyx, Cardiff, Baker March 15 at 11 
iY, St Mary st, 

DE Huiount, ¥ oe — Piccadilly March 18 at 12 


Carey st 
— Cornwall, Baker March 18 at 12 


Crooxes, Jossp 


Hues, —— * Suge sy, 
—— nh 1s os 18-20 
— — ——— March 15 at 
11.80 Tenple chmbrs, Temple av 
Ga.ioway, a Kingston upon Hall, Farmer 
March 'Ié at 11.90 Off ec, Trinity House In, Hull 
— Mb ce Enfield, Publisher Ww 
Off Rec, #5, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Harinzs, Bau on Trent, Boot Maker 
— — 


1s "On Rec, 4. Caste Pl Pak 


teu ee ; Pai Merchant March 25 at 2 
Messrs Coles & 


Loew Tuomas, Earl one Manu- 
—— May 14 at 1250 Off Res, 1, Berridge et, 


Lirtiepace, Rev Cuanies E, March 14 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, Loadon 


Jonx, Mon! 
arch 15 at 1.30 Off Reo, 


Pyart, ALExaypER Vnaaau, Seven Sisters rd, Holloway 
Hatter March 14 at 2 30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
—— — * Regent House, Regent st, Electrical 





Axaove, jAlaaar, Reine Comes Commercial Traveller ~ 
20 at 12 Queen’s 


Bass, Water Krupe.t, 
. Vass , Carnarvon, Timekeepar | * 
eels, High ot New Brompton, Butcher Mar 17 at 11 
—— Beot Dealer Mar 19at1 Off Rec, 
“The Rea Hou s, Duncombe pl, York 
Braownrxa, — ———— Mar 18ati2 Bank- 
ruptoy bldgs, 
ances Wittiam, Moss Side, or | 
Dealer’s Manager 


Mar 14 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, 


0 
* Ammon iy Beeman, az, Eevee, a: Licensed 





Burcagrtt, WALTER 
a? Boot 





Menaan —hy yy 
J Pontymister, Rises. Figen. Mon, Innkewper 





Sumy: 
Banner, Wiutiam, Bast Yorks, Grocer Mar 17 at 
11.80 Court house, — be Tarziss, J 


the London Gazette of Feb 38 : 
. Trox La 
One, ee eee wen 
at 2.00 Royal Hi Kettering 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
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Brrceox, Puitir, Barrow in Furness, Picture Framer | Buerxrmsorr Lp 3 Consett, Durham Durham Pet | Grrcory, Tuouas, Redditch, Corchbuilder Mek 
in Furness Bet Feb 30 Ord March § sor, Are March 7 rite "374, Cosporation st, Birmingham 
—— a, iar, Merete St | mano se Pinan Agata 
— — Brown, rx, Jom, ——— Butcher Bradford Pet March 6 Hath, Bowie. aoe i, Pal at Lexther Draw 


4 
Braxp, Harry, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Feb 20 
Ord March 5 


Burcnerr, Watter Cuartes Wititam, Mos: Gide, 
Dealer’s Manager Salford Pet 


Ord March 4 

Bycnrorr, 4 Stickford. Lincs, Carpenter Boston Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Copter, Rozert Jzenxrxsox, Barnsley, Drayman Barnsiey 
Pet March 5 Ord March 6 

Cox ,Lzoxarp EGtast, Frome, Commercial Clerk Frome 
Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Cravex, Evizapern, — General Dealer Leeds Pet 
March 4 Ord March 

Crave. James — Leeds, General Dealer Leeds 
Pet March 4 Ord M 

— ARTHUR, —— am, Pimlico, Author Croy- 

don Pet Dec2i Ord March 

Cross, Taomas Sampson, Cardiff, "Baker Cardiff Pt Feb 
17. Ord Feb 27 

Dossox, Wittiam Wit1aMs, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet Dec5 Ord March 3 

Farrstox, Hanowp, Notti Paper Merchant Notting- 
ham ‘Pet March 5 


a y+ — Ye Pablisher Edmonton 


Jan 30 Ord 
Govtpsure, Joszrn, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet March 4 
Ord March 4 
Hewry, James, Stroud, Glos, D r Gloucester Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 wien 
Hors, Joun Atrrep, W Iron Merchan: 


gton, 
Workington Pet Oct 29 Ord March 5 
Jacors, Roszrt Witi1am, Holbeck, Painter Leeds Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 


Jones, — Exus, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Quarry- 
man Po "Pet March 3 Ord March 8 
Karziiz, Tuomas, Bedford Bedford Pet March 1 Ord 


March 6 


Lamsovaerz, Marx, Headington Th - in Butter Dealer 
Oxford Pet March 5 Ord 

Lovett, Josrra ———— Orickiade, ¥ ‘vit, Solicitor Swic- 
Gon Pet March 3 eg ha 

Macutx, Atzest, Longton, China Decorator Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Feb 24 Ord March 4 

McK»1ca7, James, Blackburn, Drapers’ Assistant Black- 
burn Pet March 5 Ord March & 

Manson, James Absent, Shefield, Gent GSh<flield Pet 
Feb6 Ord March 5 

— zx, Joux, Walthamstow, Fishmonger High Court 

Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

O’Doxxz.i, Micuazt, Bolton, Fish Salesman Bolton Pet 

Jan 22 Ord March 4 


Pgarsait, Eosret, Hampton Hill, Architect High Court 
Pet March 3 0.d March 3 

Prattex. Anruun, Nunney, Somerset, Farmer Frome 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 4 

Presets Wii™ Georcz, Folkestone, Builder Canterbury 
Pet Jan25 @rd March 4 


Pyatr, Atexasper Wi1114n, Seven Sisters rd, Holloway, 
Hatter Court Pet March4 Ord March 4 

Quegxsexzxey, Marquees of, Corfe Castile, Dorset High 
Court Pet Ju 


oe 27 Ord March 3 
Roszrts, Hvon, Groeslon, Carnarvon, Buider Bavgor 
Pet 3 Ord March 3 


Seen, havenn, anne, baller High Court Pet Feb 
1 Ord March 5 

Bragrez, Lag? = Srvazt, Quorndon, — Builder 

s —— py) am Ord March 4 D 

KELSEY, Gronoe Hrver, t, y Director 
Chester Pet Dec 30 ona es — 


arch 1 
Sxixxzz, Tou Bovrert, Banton, Staffs, Hairdresser Han- 
ley Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Tizexa». James, Poulton le Fylde, Builder Preston Pet 
Feb6é Ord March 4 
Vax vex “mt 7 Sagat , Ph a Hi 
ag bes otographer High 
Waserzy, Hrexny, Past, 7 — Cardiff Pet 
Feb ii Ord Feb 2 
_ Waratier, Eowanv Ww. LuaM, Broadway, Westminster, 
Licezsed Victualler High’ Court Pet Feb 24 Ord 
3 
Warrier, Hexvewr, Halifax, Innkeeper Halifax Pet 
March 2 Ord Marth 3 
Wittiams, James Daviveox, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, 
_ Builder Aberystwytn Pet Feb19 O14 March 4 
Wittiams, Witwram, P Coal Dealer Portmadoc 
P.t Feb 2s rd Feb 24 
Wx, Heereer Feevericx East Walton, Norfolk, Dealer 
eLynn Pet March4 Ord Merch 4 


Woop, aes, Kingston Hull, 


Pet Merch 4 Ord Mar 


Amenéecé notice substitu! +4 for that 
the London Gazette of F <b 21 : 
Hamrsox, Wiiwtam Janne, W . Cheshire, Plumber 
Btock port Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb is 


ADJUDICATION ANNUCLLED, EBECEIVING ORDER 
BESCINDED, ASD PETITION DISMIISBD. 
— Peevernice Doverass, lLAneco'n’s inn fields, Bolici- 

Coat Hee Ord Aug i2,190i adujd "Oct 81, 
iw Anaul,an4 Dismissing Pets March 4, 1902 


London Gasette.—Tocrsvar, March 11, 
BECEIVING OBDEBS. 
AsDE Ms, —— Scar boroug 
borough Pet 


p, Medics Geclones Scar. 
Mareh 7 — Meech 


| Cuats, 





Cons Leoxano Exouin, Fr 
19 at 11.45 Off Bee, —5 st, Bristol 


Brows, —— Leeds, Slipper Maker Leeds Pet March 
6 Ord March 6 


Burtox, Epwarp Wricat, ‘tim. © ou, Blacksmith 
Norwich Pet March 8 

— —2 lig — Pet March 8 
Gloucester, Innkeeper 

Ord March 7° 


Carzeszr, Wittiam Epwargp, 
Gloucester Pet March 7 

Mumbles, Glam, Bolicitor 

Ord March 6 


Dezs, Rosert Wit.1a4M, 
Swanres Pet March 6 

Docron & Co, ALFRED, —— Merchants High 
Court Pet Dec Ord 


4 
Dusxix, Jonny, —— me Butcher Canterbury Pet 
March 6 Ord 


Eis. Rosa, 8t cements om Sea, Boarding Pro- 
prietor Hastings Pet March 7 Ord March 

GosTiine, Faxperic Wax.is, Oakley, Beds, ll Bed- 
ford ‘Pet March 7 Ord March 7 

Greennitt, Epwarp Cotemay, Pulborough, Sussex, Tailor 

hton March 6 Ord March 6 

GairritTus, Ricaaep Taomas, Sutton St Michael, Hereford, 
Farmer Hereford Pet March? Ord March 7 

Gurtrrives. Taomas, a. Agent Black- 
burn Pet March 7 

— 


Qu auxs Avavstus, Redditch, Fishing Rod Maker 
ham Pet March 4 Ord March 4 
— Davin, Llanidloes, et Farmer Newtown 
March 6 Ord March 6 

MickLEeTHwaIrTE, — ñ — Wakefield, + Agent 
Wakefield Pct March 7 Ord 

MITCHELL, rg: nH, St Columb Minor, Cornwall, Hairdresser 
Truro Pet March 8 O:d March 8 

Nicutinca.s, ALFRED Soom, Hastings, Grocer Hastings 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 


NIGHTINGALE, i. Kensington gdns La | 
Ave ertsing Agen t’ High Court "Pet March’ 7 


New —— Mitcham, Corn Chandler Crosdon Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 ’ 

RanpaLL, Hensert Wii1t1am, Walsall, Baker Walsall 
Pet 4arch 6 Ord March 6 

Rezp, Witi14M, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet March 8 
Ord March 8 


— CurTspert, South Shields, Doctor Newcastle 
R oT 2 — — Northampton 
YE, 1 HOMAS x, 
Pet March4 Ord March 4 
Simoys, Exias, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Cardiff Pet 
March 4 Ord 


Simc.ietoy, Ricnarp, Cockerham, nr Lancaster, Farmer 
Preston Pet Feb 15 Ord March 7 

SraryiTox, Jons, 8 Keat, Licensed Victualler 

h Court Pet Jan 23 Ord March 6 

Sreap, Josere Wit.iam, Leeds Tra’ 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 


welling Draper Leeds 
Tayvtor, Tuomas, Barrow in Fu French Polisher 
B.rrow in Farness Pet March March 8 
Taeveman, CLEMENT —— Gh 
Aberavon Pet Maich7 O —— 
Trvemax, —— Millbrook —— Farmer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb17 Ord 
Vavenax, Lioxen Wiiuam Gocgen,, Bow North rd 
Hoxton, Draper High Court a if —2 Ord Mar 6 
Visceyt, Frepenicn, Sheffield, Builder 


13 Ord 


Trance 
td March 7 


Haut, WItiiam, 
Salford Pet M 
Hit. 


March 6 } 
Warrz, Gzozcz Bexsauix, Royton, Lanes, Stone Dealer 
March 6 


w Oldham Pet Ord March 6 Pet Feb 
‘aLLis, Baxsoue, Epsom, Merchant Croydon 
15 Ord March 4 
Warnes, CHARLES, — Worcester, Butcher’s 
Manager Pet March 8 Ord d March 8 
Wueatos, Hexry _. Ex-ter Exeter Pet March 1 
Ord March 


Wiis, & T, New Malden, Surrey, Builder's Merchant 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan 10 Ord March 6 
bledon, Builders 


Wooptey, BE. & Sox, Wim! Kingston 

Surrey PetJan10 Ord Feb 13 ’ 
FI8ST MEETINGS. 

Avstis, Cuantes, Rodbourne Cheney. Rosd Oar 
Proprietor March 19 at 11.8) Oa Ben.’ 0a hegent 
circu “Swindon 

Ransom, U4 UIB, soubeiion, 6 Grocer March 18 at 12 Off 


. Wolverhampton st, D 
Biaxv, Haney, Leicester, Builder March 19 at 12.30 1, 


le 
Brows, Joux, Bradford, Batcher March 20 at 11 Off 
31, row. Bradford 
WALTER — Liverpool March 20 at 2.30 
bi Carey st 
Cor.zy, Ronert Jexxissox, 5*8 Drayman March 
18 af 10.15 Off Bec, Regent st 
So March 


—— E.izapern, aS — Dealer March 16 at 
11.20 Off Ree 22, Park row, Leeds 
Cuevas, Janes Canouivon, Leeds, General Dealer March 
11 Off Bec. 22 Park row, Leeds 


a Wittiam Eowanp, Gloucester, Innkeeper March 
1806 10.20 Uff Rec, Biation 1d, Givucester 

Docron & (0, AL¥nap, Merchants March 20 
ati2 B oy at 

Dux ain, Joux, Butcher March 20 at 9.15 
Off Bee, #8. Castle st, 

GovuLprune, Josura, Tailor 19at1Ls0 Of 

ae lies dee Sie 

REENNILL, WARD wg 

Tailor March W at & CS Ferien lee 





1 Off Ree, erham: 
—— Joun oe Cutler March 19 at y 


174, st, 
Hargivcton, Jonx, Newcastle on Tyne, Drysilter Marh 
18 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyng 
Hazes, Ricuagp. Gorleston, Norfolk, B Datcher March 23 
at 12.30 Off 8, Kiog st, Norwich 
Hanvey, Ex, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer March 18 at lle 
Off Rec, Wolverham 
Hay, Gzorcz Tuissacu, oo March 19 at 10,9 
Off Reo, 6, 6, Petty Cury, Cambr: 
Hayivar,'Atyrep ALLEYNE sean Minehead, Somerngt 
as March 19 at 12.90 Off Reo. 62, Hammet st, Taunton 
UBBARD, ALFRED SiEicHT, Welsall, Milliner Mazch 
atil Off Wolverham: « 
Jacornr, Rosert Wiii14m, Holbeck, Leeds, Painter Man 
19 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
James, Gzonce, Hirwain, Glam, Labourer March 19 atg 
st Merthyr Tydfil 


135, 
JonEs, ae Lianidloes, Montgomery, Farmer March 
at 12.15 1, High st, Newtown ® 
MeerrweaTuER, WittiAM Henny, Middlesbrough, Lab- 
garer March, 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert ri 


Moozz, semen Great Yarmouth Mar22at1 Off Re, 
8, King st, Norwich 
Monaax, 1LLIAM, Risca, Mon, Innkeeper Mar i8 a 
11.30 Ree, Mt chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Newman, James, Evenlod 
at 3.15 


Worcester, Bullder Mar 9 
County Court bldgs, Chek 
Norra.., Joseru, Bolton, Tripe Dealer Maril9atS 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 
Perry, — AYLETT, Belgien, Professor of Mure 
19 at 280 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 

Seem. —— Pon’ Mon, Furaiture 

at 11 Off Rec, Westgate chmbra, Newport, 


ong 
Pratrex, Arrour, Nunnev, Somerset, Farmer Mar 19 at 
Off 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Rosinson, —" omas, Tabernacle 
Victualler March 19 at 12 sear tiie 
Carey st 


Rye be 3 Ariæx. Wellingborough, Grover March § 
at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northem mpton 
— Euma, and Hawnan ScammMeE tt, 
Costuraiers "March 24 at 2.30 19. Quay ot; Wewget 
0 


SEARLE, —— Stuart, Quorndon, Leicester, Builde 
@arch 18 at 1230 Off —2 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
nr Lancaster, Farmer 


SINGLETON, rs 
March 18 at 11 oa ie 14, 14, Chapel — 


Sxinnenr, =. 29 
— 18 at 12 t Hes ring at, Newcastle unda 
me 


Tuomas, AtrnEp James, 
March 18 at 3 * — 
— ames, Poulton | errs ie 
Oatil Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, 
— Heway, Salgbridg, Parner J 19 at 28 
Off Rec, Byrom st, ter 


Wueaton, Henny Tomas, Bxeter March 20 at 10.8 
Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 
‘Woopwarp, Tuomas, Carlton, Notts, 
8 Off Res, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Amended notice substituted for thet — in the 
London Gazette of Feb 28: 


Mannens, Gzonce Ropert, Holme on Spaldi 
Saddler March7atlit Off — Hoes 


Yorks, 
ln, Hull 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axperson, Tuomas, Scar Market Gardener Scar 
borough Pet March 7 March 7 


Beaaiz, Gzoncz Hewny, Lincoln Lincoln Pet Feb # 
Ord March 7 


Bagaerow, Antaua Epwanp, Kirkley, Lowestoft, 8 
owaee Ot Formos, Het Mee 1 On er, 
BROWN, JOHN a 
— 


Brown, Betoun, Loe Leeds, Slipper Maker Leeds Pa 
March 6 Ord March 6 

Bustox, Bpwarp Waicut, Aviom, m, Bartel, Blacksmith 
Norwich Pet March 8 

Canren, Jonx, Chester, wane: aoe Pet March 8 
Ord March 8 

—— —— — Grocer Birmisg- 
hem t Fed 


Cn s, Wiutiaw Bowany Gloucester, Innkeeper Gloucestet 
"Pet March 7 Ord March 7 

Dess, Roseat Wii114M, Mumbles, Glam, Solicitor Swanees 
Pet March 6 Ord March 

Duna, —— Butcher Canterbury Pa 


Bute, Ross, 8t Leonards on Sea, Boarding Hous 
Proprietor Hastings l’et March7 Ord March 7 


Oakley, Beds, Parmet 
p Bae 
—— ay 


Ww Builder Kingstes, 
Burrey Pet Feb 13 Onl art's 
GazexniLt, J— CGoreuux 4, Bul vorough, , Sursex, Talla 
Brighten, Pet March 6 : 
HOMAS, Blackbur, urance Agent Bled 
ore Pet March? Ord March 7 
” Ww mM, Swinton, Lancs, Dra s 
ay —J Pet March 7 Ord March 7 pen" 


Faepenic WALL, 


GosTiinc 
Bedford | Pet March 





Avian 





Branc 


mm̃̃ 


sh 









8 at 11:8 
) at 10.9 
, Someraet 
Taunton 
March 
ter Mark 
rch 19 at? 
March » 


ugh, Lab: 
Albert ri, 


Off Ras, 


far 18 at 
fon 


Mar ⁊ð 
Fats 19, 





of Music 
, Brightos 


ire Dealer 
Newport, 
Mar 19a 
Licensed 
cy bidgs, 


March § 


19 at 28 
d at 10.9 
er March 
irch 18 & 


| in the 
pg Moor, 
ity House 


ner Scar 
‘et Feb 0 
b. Smack 
rch 7 

t Marché 


pods Pat 


March 8 
Birmisg- 
Gloucester 
; Swanses 
bury Pa 


e Bou 
eh 7 


ox, Talla 
(+ Bled 
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Phoenix Fire 


(ESTABLISHED 1782) 
19, LOMBARD STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCH OFFICES. 

WEST END eo ee 57, Cuarina Cross, Lonnon, 8. W. 
BIRMINGHAM .. oe Cotmors Row. 

BRISTOL .. oe 90 oe 47, Corn Srreer. ' 
cd. nw) o. Sake sce 108, Sr. Mary Sraeer. 

DUBLIN .. : .» 41, Lowzr Sackviitz Steer. 
EDINBURGH +s ee 25, Groner Srauer. 
GLASGOW ‘ m 121, Sr. Vincent Sree 

HULL * +s 161 & 162, Hion Sraner. 

LEEDS ee ee ee oe 8, Park Row. 
LIVERPOOL ee Paanix Onampers, Excnanae. 
MANCHESTER .. ee oe 18, Coorgr Street. | 
NEWCOASTLE-ON-TYNE * 3, Sr. Nionoras Burioras. vii 
PLYMOUTH oe ° O.tp Town Srreer. 


Agencies throughout the United Kingdom and Abroad. 


Insurances effected against Loss by Fire and Lightning in all parts of the World. 
Moderate Rates for all Insurances—both ordinary and special, 


Every Insurable Bisk Covered. 


This Company has already paid, in satisfaction of Fire Claims, more than 


TWENTY-FIVE MILLIONS 


Rates and particulars of Insurance may be obtained at the Ohief and 
Branch Offices, as above, and from the respective Agents of the Company. 


Applications for Agencies invited. 


PHENIX ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 








Office, 





af 
—— 





STERLING. 








BAYLISS. FENCING. 


BAYLISS 
JONES 
& 


i: 











Mi il 

















SPECIAL NOTICR 0 CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS. 


TRADE MARK 


fe 





a, 
Cigarettes. 

Ack ledged by the whol I 
cxntne FINGST ClOARETTE eet cenaanen #2 be 


The “ LEGAL ” Cigarettes are carefully rolled by hand b: 

the most ced Ci te —— The Tobacco rd 

most carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 
eurs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN —5 —— 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
and 7/- for y 
EGYPTIAN BLEND pag for 18; 2/9 for 50; 
‘or " 
STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA 94. for 20; 1/9 for 50; 
3/6 for 100, 


One of each of the “ Legal” Cigarettes will be sent post-free on 
receipt of name and address. Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & OO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, £.C. 





OmarnMay : 
Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Baar., 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 





I received at 4 
ae Tey 8, 3}, and 4 per Cen 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 
EDE AND S80N 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


COURT 
TAILORS. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 
ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VBLVET. 
Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Olerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 
CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1885, OAPIT-AL, £500,000. 
Raversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
PURCHASED 


perty or other Securities and Annuities or 
LOANS thereon. 








oo eT SLAYTON, | Joint 
¥, H. CLAYTON. | Secretaries. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 








At the same price is also published 
INDERMAUR’S PRINCIPLES and 
PRACTIC8 of CONVEYANCING. — A complete 
Treat se on the subject. 
Furnival Press: Gro. Baasen, Furnival Street, Holbora. 














NENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, | 
No. % PALL LONDON, 8.W. 
(Rawoven rom & BEALL. 

— 18 naan ovine 
Bhare and Debenture Capital 

Reversions 
Reversions made 








charges. Policies 


direct the attention of the 
585* ork — — 
Forme, si Statutory — anu support Be 
Smal stampe for wind ale of Landen 
G@anette” By appointment. 
PATENTS and TRADE-MARES. 


35° 
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Hatuatt, Joun Jones, Walsall, Cutler Birmingham Pet 
Feb 26 OrdMarch 8 

Birr, Cuaries Avovustas, Redditch, Fishing Rod Maker 
Birmingham Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Mick.ietawairte. Gzorcr, Wakefield, Commission Agent 
Wakefield Pet March? Ord March 7 

Mitcue.t, Josern, &t Columb Minor. Cornwall, Hair- 
Gresser Truro Pet MarchS Ord March 6 

Newewtut, Grorcz, Mitcham, Corn Chandler Croydon 
Pet ch5 Ord Merch 5 

Nioutixcausz, Aurazrp Moses, Hastings, Grocer Hastings 
Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Postox, Joux, Welshpool, Montgomery, Boot Dealer 
Newtown Pet Feb 15 Ord March 7 

Reep, Wittiam 8 Grocer 8 Pet March 8 
Ord March 8 

Simons, Exias, Cardiff, Licenred Victualler Cardiff Pet 
March 4 Ord March 4 

Sreap, Josern Wituiam, Leeds, Travelling Draper Leeds 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 

Srrrurxson, Wituiam, West Ayton, nmr Scarborough, 

lor Scarborough Pet Dec 20 Ord Maren 7 

Tayvor, ane, Barrow in Furness, French Polisher 

Barrow in Furness Pet March 8 Ord March 8 
Epwix RBicwarp, 


* Kent, Builder 
Croydon Pet Feb 17 Ord Ma 
Twissz, THomas, Breightmet, A ~ Ad Finisher Bolton 
Pet Feb 6 Ord March 6 
Vincent, Farpericr, Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Feb 


13 Ord March 7 
Warrr, Grorce Bexraxix, Ro orton, Ta — Stone Dealer 
Oldham Pet March 6° Or 
Waruss. Cxarzes, Sparkhill, —32 —————— — — — 
ham Pet March s Ord March 8 
— Hewry Tuomas, Exeter Pet March 1 Pet 


re 
Warren JiisynviRy LAND, Addle st High Court Pet Dec 3 
Ord March 7 


Worstey, Jony Josern, + ce Builder Warrington 
Pet Janis Ord March 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 21: 


Gitsox, Ronert Crow, Weer, Furniture Porter 
High Court Pet re 1 17 Oud rer 














March 15, 1902, 








i >| — — 


el 
ray pa 
|) eo 
The New 
“Safety” Pen. 
Frrom 12/6 to 26/- each. 


The “Dainty” Pen, 
ti/- and 9/- each, 
The ‘*Dashaway” Pen. 
Fron. 10/6 to 24/- each 


The “Easy” Pen. 
From 8/- to 16/6 each. 


— ee = —— 


— a 
FOUNTAIN PENS @ 


THE BEST —— cans ALJ THE WORLD ARE - 


$< SS 


Reduced 
Illustration. 


From 5/- to 10/6 each, 


Illustrated Catalogue of all 
Stationers or of the Sole Whole- 
sale Agents : 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 
GREAT NEW STREET, 
LONDON, £.C. 





HILL’S 








i ic 
| Guaranteed Pure T: 
ReJ. HILL.L™ LOND 


ESTABLISHED 1779 


FOR THE PIPE, 
HILL’S 
BADMINTON c.ataxiay MIXTURE 


iS PERFECTION. 
6D; PER 1 OZ: PKT: | 28: PER }-LB: TIN; 
1s, 2 s 6 OD 4s. ” 4-LB. oe 


Also Smoke Hill’s © 
Bapmintron Mixture Ciaarerres. 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


gi, Casares 183238), 
ey Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225, 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET &.C. 





{ 











The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


S| va 


Every requisite — the :nbove pone St supplied on the 


The BOOKS and FORMS bose Stock for immediate use. 


Suare CERTIFICATES, — ya an and | 


printed. Orriciat Sars designed 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
4, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE & 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Francis J. Greew, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


BRAND & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 
Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers, 


BRAND & CO. LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LO TOMO, 8.W. 








THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Erroe Ss 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 








BIRKBECK “BAN 


¢ 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 


CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
on the minimum monthly balances, 
when not drawn below £100, 


° 
, 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
19 on Deposits, repayable on demand. oO} 


2 STOCES AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares and sold for customers, 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACE, with full parti 
post-free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, & 


Telephone No. 6 Housory. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Binxsxcx, Loxpox.” 


2c 





ROYDON HILLS.—300 feet above 
— level ; healthiest patties in healthiest town in 


eat ma — 55 


£4,500 4,750 ; 

“ Pampisford House” and Hurst ; 
Pampisford-road, South Croydon, eight minutes f 
Purley Oakes and 1} miles from Sou Croydon Sta! 
2 acres ro 43 At of beautiful grounds res 


somewhat similar accommodation ; 8 — 


—— 





AUCTION SALES. 


FIELD & SONS’ AUOTIOR 


take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and 


every description of House Property. Printed terms 4 


be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. © 


54. Borough Wigh-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.0. | 





AMILTON HOUSE, Victoria Emb 
ment (corner of Temple-avenue). 


TO BE LET, 
Meetings Public Meetings, 
7 “Ss Meetings of Creditors, &c., 
A LIGHT and SPACIOUS HALL 
(with Board Room in connection), 
from 250 to 300 persons, Also 
SMALLER ROOMS for similar purposes. 


Also, on Lease, 
TWO SUITES of Offices on Ground Floor. 











